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ABSTRACT
This study examines elementary school teachers’ reasons for staying in their
current schools, specifically, comparing two schools, one from a low-income district
and one from a high-income district. The researcher assesses similarities and
differences among teacher’s perceptions of these factors in these two schools.
The researcher reviews literature on factors that explain teacher turnover and
retention. Furthermore, literature on theories of motivation, such as Herzberg’s twofactor theory and Vroom’s expectancy theory to motivation are reviewed and used as
a methodological approach to analyze the data.
To examine elementary school teachers’ reasons for staying in their current
schools a quantitative and qualitative design is conducted. A self-administered survey
is used to gather data from 20 teachers per school. In addition, participants
volunteered to participate in focus groups.
The findings suggest that most teachers are motivated to stay in their school
by the satisfier, work itself. Furthermore, the high-income level school reported a
higher level of motivation to stay in their school, primarily due to the fulfillment of
most of the hygiene factors, but also due to the fact that they did not place a higher
value on the satisfier factors of advancement and recognition.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Retention of quality teachers is one of the multiple predicaments an
educational system faces. After the report, A Nation at Risk appeared in April 1983
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983), there has been a growing
body of research and studies that indicate the need for improving schools in America.
Many of these studies make the point that the ability of a system to retain high quality
teachers in the classroom is important to improving student learning (CCSR, 2009;
Darling-Hammond, 2000; National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1984).
Nonetheless, every year schools across the nation fail to staff elementary and
secondary classrooms with highly qualified teachers (Ingersoll 2001). This lack of
qualified educators has academic and financial repercussions, especially on schools
serving low-income families. As a result, teacher turnover has had more attention
than any other topic in education in the recent decades (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin,
2002; Ingersoll, 2001). Greenberg and McCall (1974) claim that teachers leave lowincome schools at a faster pace than high-income schools, and that their results of
teacher turnover apply to any large city across the country (p. 481; see also Grissmer
& Kirby’s, Patterns of Attrition Among Indiana Teachers 1965-1987).
Qualified teachers are important to quality education; researchers agree that
quality teachers make an important contribution to improving student performance
(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005; Sanders & Rivers, 1996, Sanders-Rivers,
1999). Linda Darling-Hammond (2000), for example, claims that there is a
1

2
correlation between teacher qualifications and student achievement. DarlingHammond found that,
…the most consistent highly significant predictor of student
achievement in reading and mathematics each year tested is the
proportion of well qualified teachers in a state: those with full
certification teachers and with a major in the field they teach. (p. 23)
This important relationship was determined even after controlling for student poverty
and student language background.
Since the No Child Left Behind Act was signed into law on January 8, 2002,
there has been an increased emphasis on teacher-quality (U.S. Congress, No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001; H.R.1 (S.1). 107th Congress, Public Law 107-110; Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, 2002, p. 1). According to Keller (2007),
“with the focus of school improvement more than ever on the people in the classroom,
many urban districts have stepped up their recruitment efforts and raised their
standards” (p. 14).
Jacob’s (2007) study, The Challenges of Staffing Urban Schools, concludes
that although there are many candidates for each teaching position it is difficult for
“district officials to find qualified candidates for highly impoverished schools” (p. 2).
He claims that many qualifying teachers are set on applying to certain types of
schools which in many cases don’t include low-income schools (p. 2). This issue
adds to the predicament of teacher turnover. The NCLB Act requires all teachers to
be “highly-qualified” and since highly qualified teachers are difficult to hire to work
in high-poverty schools (Sunderman, Tracey, & Orfield, 2004, p. 9), initiatives across
the country, such as The New Teacher Project (TNT), emerged before the signing of
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the law. According to their website, The New Teacher Project grew and developed
with the goal of maximizing teacher effectiveness in high-poverty schools and cited
Illinois as one of the 17 states that form part of The TNT Project (http://tnp.org).
Furthermore, the website states that Chicago is one the 25 cities nationwide where the
project recruits and prepares teachers for the challenges of work in high-poverty
schools. Nonetheless, the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) website states as
“Illinois continues to support the act’s overall purpose - to ensure that children in
every classroom benefit from having a highly qualified teacher” districts, especially
low-income districts, struggle to comply with the mandate (http://www.isbe.net).
Significantly, this emphasis on teacher quality continues into the present with
President Obama’s Race to the Top policy. President Obama points out that “the most
important factor for the academic success of a child is the teacher standing at the front
on the classroom” (Reauthorizing the Elementary and the Secondary Education Act,
2010, p. 1). The policy requires that teacher and principal evaluation, and supports
are based on student growth and other factors (Reauthorizing the Elementary and the
Secondary Education Act, 2010, p. 4) not only based on test scores like the NCLB Act
mandates. Nevertheless, school districts that face high teacher mobility and turnover
still struggle to improve students’ academic achievement especially those schools in
low-income districts.
Even in the international scene, the emphasis on quality teaching is
noteworthy. According to the Report of the United Nations Educational Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), “teachers are the key to any education reform”
(2005, p. 1). This report claims that teachers are indispensable to achieve Education
for All by 2015. Consequently, it is important to prevent skilled and trained teachers
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from leaving the profession and keep them in the classroom for years to come (Watts,
2004).
Since teacher quality is perceived as essential to student achievement,
retention of qualified teachers becomes a priority for schools, especially those
servicing low-income students. Furthermore, low- income schools are harder to staff
with qualified teachers because fewer candidates apply to them; and administrators
end up hiring teachers that are not highly qualified. For this reason, there is
continuous effort nationwide to reduce teacher turnover and prevent skilled teachers
from leaving their schools, especially, low-income schools. The National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) from the U.S. Department of Education is a federal
agency that collects and analyzes data about schools and teachers since 1985. They
have defined teachers who are “Stayers, as teachers who stay in the same school.
Movers are teachers who move to a different school or school district, and leavers are
teachers who left the profession” (http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass). Data from the
report on Teacher Attrition and Mobility of the U.S. Department of Education
between the school year 2007-2008 and school year 2008-2009 showed that 55.3% of
teachers with four or more years of teaching experience moved within the same
district and 42.3% moved to another district (U.S. Department of Education, NCES,
2010, p. 11). This data suggests that teacher mobility within the district and outside
of the district is high. Furthermore, 16% of teachers stated that they moved because
of school factors (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Educational
Statistics, 2010, p. 13). In his study published by the Center for the Study in Teaching
and Policy, Ingersoll (2001) concludes that, “teacher recruitment programs alone will
not solve the staffing problems if they do not also address the organizational sources
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of low retention” (p. 5). He highlights the role of the school community and how
effective it is retaining its teachers. He argues “staffing problems are primarily due to
excess demand resulting from a revolving door where large numbers of teachers
depart their jobs for reasons other than retirement” (p. 26). Even though teacher
mobility is accepted and likely to happen every year; high number of turnover rates is
counterproductive to the effectiveness and success of the organizations (Ingersoll,
2001). Ingersoll claims that most research limits the study of teacher turnover to
individual teacher characteristics of the ones leaving the profession; but fewer studies
have been devoted to analyzing the relationship of the type of schools and aspects of
the schools that may elicit teacher turnover. He asserts that nationally, teachers leave
the profession because of job frustration, poor salary, lack of administration support,
and issues with student discipline. Because the average yearly turnover rate in
education is higher than in other professions (Ingersoll, 2004), it is noteworthy to
evaluate the teachers work environment and job satisfaction, to understand why
teachers leave or move from their schools. A survey study of the 2009 Gallup PollHealthways Well-Being Index in professionals’ health and well-being, confirms
Ingersoll’s finding as one of the reasons that teachers leave the profession: job
frustration. The Gallup Poll found that teachers scored higher in four of six wellbeing indexes compared to other professionals. However, they scored low in the
work environment. The Work Environment Index stated in the Gallup website
includes four items: job satisfaction, ability to use one's strengths at work, supervisor's
treatment (more like a boss or a partner), and is it an open and trusting work
environment (http://Gallup.com/poll/galluphealthways-indexwork, 2009).
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On the other hand, research supports that teacher burnout and low morale are other
common reasons that force teachers to leave a school or leave the profession entirely
(Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2007; Hanushek et al., 2004; Heller,
2004; Ingersoll, 2000).
The predicament of teacher turnover not only affects schools academically but
also financially. The Department of Labor estimates that attrition costs an employer
about 30% of the leaving employee salary. In Illinois, the related cost for an average
of 5,600 teachers who left the profession in 2003 was about $78,961,817; and for
about 10,000 teachers transferred to other schools the financial loss amounted to
$145,106,049 (Alliance for Excellent Education, Issue Brief, 2005, p. 4). In Chicago
Public Schools the average cost was $17,872 per leaver, an estimated cost of $86
million per year (Barnes, Crowe, & Schaefer, 2006, p. 87). The problem deepens
when retired teachers are included in the equation of the related cost of teachers
because some teachers may decide to retire later or earlier and this amount is added to
the related cost of leavers and movers. As a result, to fill each classroom with a
highly qualified teacher, especially in low-income districts as the NCLB mandate
demands, becomes a challenge to comply.
Retaining qualified teachers is not only significant to school districts but
making sure there is one in each classroom is essential. School districts in Illinois
report unfilled positions yearly. The Educator Supply and Demand Report (2006)
claimed that there were 1,540 unfilled positions on October 1, 2005 (p. 10). In 2005,
as in years past, the vast majority (744 or 59%) of the unfilled positions were in
Chicago District # 299; while, in 2006 the unfilled positions were (855 or 56%) which
is 3% less than in 2005. The suburban Cook and collar counties reported 373 unfilled

7
positions (or 24%) about the same proportion as the last two years (Educator Supply
and Demand, 2006, p. 11). In contrast, in 2008, the number of unfilled positions in
Chicago was 43% (first year Chicago had less than 50% of the unfilled positions) but
the unfilled positions in the Suburban Cook and the collar counties increased to 35%
(Educator Supply and Demand, 2008, p. 11). Furthermore, “It is estimated that
Illinois will need about 10,900 new teachers a year or about 43,500 first-time and reentering teachers through 2012” (p. 13).
There is a need to keep highly qualified teachers in the classroom year after
year and for years to come to improve academic achievement and reduce financial
losses. Therefore, it is important to understand teachers’ motivations to stay in their
current schools. Because few studies have been devoted to analyzing the relationship
of the type of schools, aspects of the schools, and teacher turnover (Ingersoll, 2001),
the present study will focus on identifying relationships between those variables.
Although stressing teacher stability, this study will compare two schools from
different economic strata in Illinois, one from a low-income district and the other
from a high-income district. Both of these districts according to the NCLB Act
acquired Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status in the 2009 Report Card, based on
the reading and mathematics assessments scores of the Illinois Standardized
Achievement Test (ISAT). The researcher’s motivation to study teachers’ perceptions
to stay in their schools is based on her experience observing high mobility in her own
school district. Some research suggests that teachers leave low-income school
districts to go to high-income school districts in greater numbers than the other way
around (Greenberg & McCall, 1974). However, there appear to be other factors that
play a role in their decisions to stay or leave (Murnane, 1983). Furthermore, it
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appears to be more difficult to keep highly qualified teachers in low-income districts
than in high-income districts, as such, the researcher wants to examine teachers’
reasons for staying in their current schools and also examine their perception on how
their schools and districts might affect their decision to stay.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine elementary school teachers’ reasons
for staying in their current schools. In order to reduce the revolving door effect and
keep quality teachers that will improve student achievement, it is essential to
understand the motivations behind teachers’ decisions to leave or transfer schools.
Ultimately, this information will help to reduce rates of teacher turnover and financial
losses of school districts across the nation. The researcher will compare two schools,
one from a low-income district and one from a high-income district. Both schools
were purposefully selected based on their demographic data from the 2009 Illinois
School Report Card. School demographic information was obtained, including
whether the school attained AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress) and whether or not they
were listed for the District Improvement Plan. The schools were included in the study
because they attained AYP and they were not on the District Improvement Plan list,
which indicated that their students are making adequate progress in comparison to
other schools in the district. These provisions are requirements of the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) policy. Teacher mobility is not an entry specified in the report card,
thus, the researcher asked the principals directly about the retention rates and found
out that both schools, also, have high retention rates.
The present study explores the teacher’s perceptions of what motivates them
to stay in their current school. There were various factors that examined teacher’s job
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satisfaction and motivation to stay in their current schools that framed the research
questions. These factors relate to the Herzberg and Mausner (1959), Two-Factor or
Motivator-Hygiene Theory, motivators such as student achievement; responsibility,
recognition, and promotion were considered rewards of intrinsic value, whereas
policies, supervision, salary, job security, and working conditions were considered
rewards of extrinsic value. The researcher will assess if there are similarities and
differences among teacher’s perceptions of these factors in these two schools.
Similarly, one research question relates to the role that vocational choice plays in
teacher’s perceptions to stay in their current school. This study intends to contribute
to the available literature on factors that promote teacher retention. In recognition of
the importance of keeping quality teachers in their schools and reducing mobility,
especially in low-income districts, the researcher hopes to enhance the understanding
of school leaders, policymakers, and educational stakeholders to refine and improve
practices that will, in turn, improve teacher retention.
Research Questions
The following questions guide this study:
1. How does job satisfaction or dissatisfaction affect teachers’ motivation to
stay in their current school?
2. What are the school characteristics that will affect teachers’ decisions to
stay in their current school?
3. How does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to stay in their
current school?
4. Are there similarities or differences between districts with low-income and
high-income levels in teachers ‘motivation to stay in their current schools?
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Significance of the Study
While there are various reasons that factor into teacher retention, this
proposal’s hypotheses, relate to teacher stability, and focus on answering the question:
Why do teachers in this school stay? This dissertation will report findings related to
factors that increase teachers’ stability. The Illinois Educator Supply and Demand
Report (2008) claims that for a third consecutive year, among the four areas where
districts reported more overages, was the self-contained classroom elementary area.
However, research shows that schools that undergo high teacher turnover not only
have organizational problems but also are at risk of facing low academic performance
(CCSR, 2009; Ingersoll, 2001). Therefore, it is of great importance to keep highly
qualified teachers in their current schools year after year and reduce the revolving
door effect of the profession (Ingersoll, 2001).
Since the highly qualified teacher is the key to a strong educational system this
study intends to contribute to the awareness of school leaders and policymakers when
evaluating and restructuring policies to help retain highly qualified teachers in their
current schools and reduce teacher mobility rates.
Limitations of the Study
This study will reflect the perceptions of K-6 elementary school teachers
within two schools, one from a low-income district and one from a high-income
district. Middle and high school perceptions are not taken into consideration.
This study may not be able to be generalized to the district because the number
of teachers surveyed is less than 50% of the total number of elementary classroom
teachers in each district. Even so, this study intends to provide recommendations to
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help leaders and policymakers understand teacher’s perceptions of factors that
motivate them to stay in the same school.
Delimitations of the Study
This study does not consider high-school teachers’ perceptions based on the
assumption that high-school teachers spend less instructional time with each
individual student and have many more students to account for on a given day than an
elementary school teacher. For the same reason, ancillary teachers (library, gym, art,
music, and computer) are not considered for participation either. Furthermore, middle
school teachers are not included because teachers have the same structure as in highschools where the teachers either teach only one subject besides having a homeroom
and the time spent with their students is not as extensive as elementary teachers.
Definitions of Terms
Job Satisfaction: Refers to what do workers want from their jobs to derive
satisfaction (Herzberg, 1993). What attitudes do they have towards their job? Do
they like or dislike their job? In this study job satisfaction is measured by how
adequately or inadequately teachers perceive their school and district are addressing
what is important to them to stay in their current school.
Motivation: Is the impulse that drives someone to carry out a certain behavior
and to produce certain results (Vroom, 1995).
Teacher Mobility: Teacher workforce that move to another school in the same
district, to another school out of the district or who are thinking about leaving the
profession all in all.
High-Income District: District with less than 20% of low-income families
Low-Income District: District with more than 60% of low-income families.

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Regardless of the overage of teachers in Illinois, schools and districts struggle
to retain quality teachers in the classrooms. Ingersoll (2001) claimed that teachers
enter and leave schools constantly and create a revolving door effect, which has a
detrimental impact on student achievement, school finances and school organization.
Legislation such as No Child Left Behind and Race to the Top aim to improve
American education by investing a great deal of resources in school improvement to
make sure that every classroom is filled with a highly qualified teacher. However,
many factors interplay in retaining teachers. The purpose of the present study is to
examine teachers’ reasons for staying in their current schools. The researcher
compared teachers’ perceptions from two schools, one from a low-income district and
one from a high-income district in Illinois. The purpose of the research is to add to
the discussion of empirical research on teacher retention, mobility, and turnover.
Furthermore, this literature review will include theories of motivation, such as
the Two-Factor Theory and Expectancy Theory of Motivation; because it is important
to determine what factors motivate teachers to want to stay in a school and what
factors promote high levels of job satisfaction, thus reducing the mobility and teacher
turnover and improving retention. In this literature review, attrition is defined as
leaving the profession due to different causes, such as retirement. On the other hand,
the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) defined teacher turnover as teacher
“leavers” and “movers.”
12
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There is extensive literature describing characteristics of teachers who are
“leavers” and “movers,” nevertheless, less research describes school and district
characteristics, or characteristics of teachers who leave the profession or move
(Ingersoll, 2001; Stunk & Robinson, 2006). This study examines characteristics of
teachers who stay in their current schools, and also school and district characteristics
that may influence teachers’ decision to stay in their schools.
The 2010 National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Report on
Teacher Attrition and Mobility: Results from the 2008-2009 Teacher Follow-Up
Survey (TFS) provides information about teacher mobility and attrition of public and
private schools. TFS is a national sample of elementary and secondary schoolteachers
who participated in the previous year’s 2007-2008 Schools and Staffing Survey
(SASS). The TFS was completed by 4,740 current and former teachers. The report’s
selective findings showed that 8% of teachers left and 8% of teachers moved. Among
“movers” with four or more years of experience 55.3% of teachers moved within the
same district and 42.3% moved to another district (p. 11).
There is a body of research that shows that teachers from low-income schools
leave at a faster pace than teachers from high-income schools (Bareket, 2008; CCSR,
2009; Greenberg &McCall, 1974). Bareket (2008) compared teachers’ perception of
the importance of the elements to their job satisfaction in schools in high-SES (SocioEconomic-Status) and low-SES schools in Santa Clara County, California. She found
that “…the SES level of the school in which the teacher works influences the
relationship between teachers’ motivational needs and their mobility intention” (p. 4).
Teachers from low-SES schools derive satisfaction from opportunities for
advancement and growth, as well as their relationship with principals, which
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influenced these teachers’ decisions to stay in their jobs. However, teachers in highSES schools found this satisfier less important to their job satisfaction. The
Consortium on Chicago Schools Research’s Teacher Mobility Report (2009) noted
that, “teachers frequently change schools, with significant implications for the quality
of teaching and learning in that school” (p. 1). Teachers’ mobility from low-income
schools is higher than from high-income schools. The CCSR Teacher Mobility
Report (2009) claims that some schools in a five-year period lose about 50% of their
faculty.
In addition, high mobility creates significant organizational problems for every
school (Ingersoll, 2000). The researcher reviews the literature on factors that may
threaten teachers’ stability to remain in a school or district. It is important to keep
qualified teachers, because teacher turnover creates not only academic and financial
problems but organizational as well as highlighted by Ingersoll.
Factors That Explain Teacher Turnover
Teacher Characteristics
The existing literature has largely discussed individual teacher’s
characteristics as a predictor to teacher turnover. Traits such as education
specialization, gender, race and ethnicity, experience, and age are among the most
common characteristics (Strunk & Robinson, 2006). Strunk and Robinson used
national data from the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey to inquire about
“teacher attrition in a multilevel analytic framework, accounting for the clustering of
teachers within schools within states” (p. 1). With regard to teacher specialization
and turnover, they found that teachers with advanced degrees are significantly more
likely to leave their jobs. This finding contradicts policies that promote “qualified”
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teachers in the classroom if “qualified” is analogous of higher educational credentials
such as masters and doctorates. Moreover, contrary to their hypothesis, they found no
significant evidence that math and science teachers had a higher attrition rate due to
higher pay job opportunities in the labor market. They found higher attrition in
foreign language teachers, which they concluded might be due to the increasing
global economy. Additionally, with regard to teachers leaving their jobs, they found
no significant effect of age, nor interaction of age, gender, and teacher specialization.
Similarly, there was no significant difference of attrition between experienced
teachers and less experienced teachers to leave their schools. However, teachers who
have accumulated between five to ten years of teaching experience are less likely to
leave the profession (Strunk & Robinson, 2006).
In Illinois, The Illinois Public School Profile 00-09 Report on teachers’
demographics, specifically on teachers’ education, stated that in 2009, 55.8% of
classroom teachers in Illinois had a Masters degree or higher level of education
compared with the 46.6% in 2000. While higher levels of education is important for
teachers and the profession, the type of schools that these highly educated teachers
apply to are to high-income level schools. Furthermore, the demographic data
indicated that racial minority teachers employed in Illinois, decreased 0.1% during the
last decade. In the same way, data about teachers’ gender, indicated that the
percentage of male teachers declined by 1.4% between 2000 and 2009. Traditionally
male teachers look for leadership roles in education (Wayne, 2000).
Leadership Styles of School Administrators
In 1999, Smith studied the relationship between a principal’s leadership style
and teacher motivation by examining two differing styles: initiation (authoritarian)
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and consideration (democratic) style. Smith found that styles of leadership were
important for teacher motivation and the more democratic the style the higher the
level of motivation (as cited in Sanchez-Perkins, 2002). Moreover, in examinations
of principals’ leadership styles (transformational and transactional), decision-making
strategies (autocratic vs. participative decision-making strategy), and teacher
satisfaction and performance, researchers claimed that teachers derive satisfaction and
perform higher when their leader demonstrates transformational leadership and
participative decision making strategy (Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 1995; Maeroff, 1988;
Rossmiller, 1992).
Compensation and Salary
According to Odden and Kelly (2002), salary levels may strongly influence
the decisions of teachers to enter in the profession, to stay in a certain school district,
and to remain or leave the teaching workforce. Similarly, Strunk and Robinson
(2006) found that “an increase in schedule-set salary for teachers has an observed
effect of reducing the likelihood of teacher attrition” (p. 20). Thus, the higher the
teachers’ salary the less likely they are to leave their school.
Moreover, despite that student achievement appears to take priority in
teachers’ job satisfaction; salary is frequently mentioned as one of the main reasons
teachers have for leaving. Goodlad (1984) affirms that while working with children is
a source of motivation for teachers at the beginning of their careers, inadequate salary
is listed as one of the most important reasons for leaving.
Furthermore, salary and compensation are not only important to teacher
retention but to student outcomes. In the study, Examining the Link Between Teacher
Wages and Student Outcomes, Loeb and Page (2000) suggested that,
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the quality of education can be improved by raising teacher salaries. In
addition, they indicate that non-wage attributes are important and
should be taken into account by governments that seek to equalize the
quality of education. (p. 16)
Loeb and Page (2000) ascertain that increasing teachers’ wages by 10%
reduces high-school dropout rates by 3% to 6% (p. 15). Their study included
alternative wage opportunities when estimating teacher wage effect. They claim that
if districts are unable to raise salaries because of funding, they might attract higherquality teachers by improving other job characteristics (p. 16).
According to the American Federation of Teachers’ (AFT) Annual TeacherSalary Survey, in 2003-04 Illinois teacher’s average salary was sixth in the country
(AFT News Release, October 6, 2005), however, there are differences when we
compare salary distribution among school districts. The Illinois Teacher Salary Study
2010-2011 Data Report states that elementary districts salary distribution differs not
only by educational levels but by district type and size as well. The salary of a
teacher who works in a low-income district will differentiate greatly from a highincome district not only because of the property revenue they collect but also because
of the estimated enrollment. Teachers who work in smaller districts’ have lower
salaries than teachers who work in larger districts. Additionally, the amount of fringe
benefits also differs from district to district based on type and size. For example, the
percentage for hospitalization that the district pays in a low-income district (21%) is
significantly less versus a high-income district (84%).
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School Size and School Facility
Studies show that school size influences teachers’ attitudes. Previous research
argues that small schools maintain an environment where teachers and students have a
closer relationship than larger schools (CCSR Report, 2009). However, in Chicago
Public Schools, an urban district, teacher mobility is higher in small schools at the
elementary level than larger schools, “teachers are less likely to stay in small schools
from one year to the next” (CCSR Report, 2009). This is frequently related to low
student enrollment, where small schools see the need to close teaching positions due
to student mobility.
Research shows that the state of a school facility is another factor that
influences a teacher’s decision to remain in a school (Hight, 1993). Teachers that
teach in old buildings, with inadequate insulation and poor air circulation may not feel
motivated to teach effectively. This fact often increases teachers’ levels of frustration,
and contributes to low morale, lack of safety, and concerns over individual safety and
health. Hight (1983) studied the influence of school building age related to teachers’
attitudes toward their school and concluded that “the attitude scores toward new and
modernized buildings were significantly higher than towards old buildings” (p. 9).
Thus, teachers demonstrated more job satisfaction in newer and modernized
buildings.
Accountability Policies
High-stake accountability may be another factor driving teachers out of
classrooms. Although some research showed that one of the purposes of
accountability is to motivate teachers, this appears to not be happening in Illinois.
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was created to “bring issues of social justice
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and equity” to education. Unfortunately, its methods have increased stress levels in
the schools, which constantly feel the threat of sanctions, particularly those going
through Program Improvement (Daly, 2009).
For many teachers the fact that they “love what they do” makes them stay
(Gratz, 2005). However, accountability policies promote an environment in which
teachers feel their relationship with the students may not reflect their best practices,
further increasing stress levels and contributing to low morale (Valli & Buese, 2007).
In their study, Valli and Buese claimed that high-stake policies have changed the role
of the teacher and their relationship with students because of the continuous demands
for new practices.
Safety and Discipline
Schools located in low-income neighborhoods where the crime rate is high,
suffer from higher teacher mobility (CCSR, 2009). Additionally, teachers that have to
deal with discipline issues associated with violence and gang activity are concerned
with their safety and that of their students. Consequently, the level of teacher’s
attrition in these schools is higher and teachers may decide to move to a more affluent
neighborhood where safety and discipline are not a major concern.
Summary: Factors Related to Teacher Turnover
All of these individual factors are significant to teachers’ retention. Teachers
with higher educational credentials and fewer years in the job may be at risk to leave
their schools faster than their counterparts. Principals who demonstrate
transformational leadership style with participative decision- making strategies appear
to have a positive impact on teachers’ job satisfaction and performance. Furthermore,
salary levels and compensation are not only important to teacher retention but to how
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students perform. The fact that salary distribution differs among school districts by
type and size raise questions about equity if teachers’ salaries are based on property
tax, low-income districts will always be at disadvantage. Other factors such as school
size, school facility, safety, discipline, and federal and state accountability policies are
factors that interplay with the ability to retain teachers. Guarino, Santibanez, and
Daley (2006) in a review of empirical literature on teacher recruitment and retention,
emphasized that the “basic principle driving the supply of teachers is the following:
Individuals will become and remain teachers if teaching represents the most attractive
activity to pursue among all activities available to them” (p. 175). They further added
that this supply is “influenced by a larger labor market for all other occupations
requiring roughly similar levels of education or skill” (p. 175). Furthermore, they
highlighted the importance of teachers’ characteristics on teacher retention, and found
that there was constant evidence regarding the demographic characteristics such as
gender, race and ethnicity, and ability of teachers who enter the profession.
According to the studies they reviewed, women are more likely than men to enter
teaching; 84% of new teachers hired in 1993 were categorized White non-Hispanic,
however, new minority teachers in public schools doubled during the years 1983-1984
and 1993-1994 (p. 180). In contrast, they reported, “there was a very small number of
studies that provide evidence of psychological factors motivating individuals to enter
teaching” (p. 179). The decision to willingly enter the teaching profession will affect
their decision to stay in the profession (Guarino et al., 2006). Therefore, in addition
to teacher’s characteristics, vocational choice has been taken into consideration when
analyzing teacher retention. It is necessary to understand the factors that motivate
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teachers to stay in their current schools in order to improve teacher retention, and
thereby enhance the school’s organization and student achievement (Ingersoll, 2001).
Attrition
Attrition is defined as a reduction in numbers as a result of resignation,
retirement, or death (Merriam Webster, 1997); however, for the purpose of this study
attrition is operationally defined as the act of leaving the profession to go to another
school, another district or leaving the profession entirely. Teacher attrition is the
largest single factor determining demand for additional teachers in the United States
(NCES, 1995). There has been a considerable concern for teacher attrition in the last
decades (Edgar & Pair, 2005; Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 1997). Furthermore,
associating teacher attrition to certain types of schools and districts, Strunk and
Robinson (2006) claim that “equity issues” emerge if teachers are more likely to leave
certain schools than others” (p. 2).
Most research studies on teacher’s attrition have their theoretical framework
rooted in occupational wage and social identity theories. Occupational wage theory
proposed that teacher’s job selection is based on what the school or district offers as a
salary, compensation and benefits. Differences in teacher salary across districts and
states are related to teacher attrition and result in teacher shortage (Croasmun, 1997).
Social identity theory proposes teacher’s job selection is based on the teachers’ level
of comfort in a specific sociocultural context (Ommen & Robinson, 2006). The
forces driving teacher attrition include salaries, level of education, marital status,
increasing experience, beginning teachers, and special education (Croasmun, 1997).
Guarino et al. (2006) conducted an empirical review of the literature, and showed that
a very stable finding related to age or experience is that attrition is high for young or
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new teachers and lower for older or more experienced teachers until they reach the
retirement age (p. 185). Moreover, Ingersoll (2001) concluded that 40 to 50% of new
teachers leave the profession within the first five years (based on data from the
National Center for Education Student and Staffing Survey, 1994-1995 and 20012002).
Illinois’ Efforts to Keep Qualified Teachers in the Classroom
Mentoring and Induction
School districts are involved in attracting and retaining skilled teachers to
guarantee high-quality education in the years to come. The Consortium for Chicago
Schools Research Report Keeping New Teachers: A First Look of the Influences of
Induction in Chicago Public Schools appeared in January 2007, and highlighted that,
although, “in general new teachers are positive about their teaching experience, new
teachers have strong feelings for leaving the profession because of personal,
classroom, and school factors such as student behavior” (Kapadia & Coca, 2007, p.
6).
Chicago Public School first and second year novice teachers are required to
participate in an induction program such as the GOLDEN program, New Teachers
Network (NTN), Teach for America (TFA) and the Academy of Urban and School
Leadership (AUSL) among others (Kapadia & Coca, 2007). Nonetheless, Kapadia
and Coca purported, “Simply participating in an induction program, as currently
organized in CPS, has little bearing on the quality of novices’ teaching experience and
future teaching intentions” (p. 43). Therefore, this formal participation in induction
programs may not guarantee novice teachers’ retention. There may be a need to
customize induction based on school-based initiatives.
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Teacher Housing
There is a teacher-housing program designed to attract qualified teachers to
Illinois school districts and Chicago Public Schools’ classrooms. The Teacher
Housing Resource Center has programs to help out of state or out of the city residents
to find homes in the city. For example, the Home Buyer Assistance Program offers
cash incentives to qualified CPS teachers to buy homes in the city (Teacher Housing
Resource Center Website).
Teacher Alternative Certification
Alternative certification is only one of the many roads new teachers may take
to acquire standard certification. Other routes include the “successful completion of
four semester hours of graduate-level coursework on the assessment of one’s own
performance in relation to the Illinois Professional Teaching Standards” (Illinois
School Code, 2004). Also, the code established that teachers can acquire standard
certification after “successful completion of a minimum of four semester hours of
graduate level coursework addressing preparation to meet the requirements for
certification by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS)”
(Illinois School Code, 2004). Finally, the code established that the State Board of
Education in consultation with the State Teacher Certification Board must approve
this coursework and that an institution of higher education must offer it.
Motivation to Work
Although employee motivation has been a topic of study for many years,
results have been ambivalent. The study of these “motivational concepts play a major
effort to analyze and explain behavior” (Ingersoll, 2003, p. 10). Teachers’ attitudes
towards their school and districts may determine whether they stay or leave.
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Therefore, a satisfied teacher “can realize their potential and become highly motivated
and dedicated” (Seguin, 1997, p. 2).
Motivation is the impulse that drives someone to carry out a certain behavior
and to produce certain results (Vroom, 1995). This impulse can have different origins
and have a different effect in each individual. Vroom claimed that this force is an
account of conscious choices and individuals have complete control over them.
Moreover, expanding in this idea Deming (1994), a widely known economist
and theorist, proposed that there are intrinsic and extrinsic sources of motivation. He
stresses that intrinsic sources of motivation are those which people are born with;
natural inclinations such as the desire to learn, to relate to others, and the natural right
to enjoy their work. In contrast, extrinsic sources of motivation, such as money, may
bring positive results temporarily. But in the end, Deming (1994) argues, the total
submission to extrinsic motivation leads to destruction. Further research shows that
teachers’ perceptions about the factors that influence their level of motivation at work
have a dual effect. Indeed, Russo (1995) found that the same factor may motivate
individuals in a positive and negative manner.
Additionally, Edward E. Lawler III, a motivational theorist and professor of
management and organization in the USC Marshal School of Business agreed with
Deming’s theory that intrinsic factors naturally propel an individual’s behavior and
that extrinsic factors should not play any role on changing or improving these intrinsic
factors (Lawler, 2000). The conceptual framework of this study was based on
Herzberg’s job satisfaction and Vroom’s motivational theory.
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Theories of Motivation
For the purpose of this study the researcher discussed two motivational
theories, Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and Vroom’s Expectancy Theory. As a
historical reference the researcher will discuss the work of Abraham Maslow,
prominent leader of the humanistic school of psychology in the 1950’s and 1960’s.
Maslow’s and Herzberg’s Theories “were frequently integrated due to their
similarities” (Seguin, 1997, p. 32). Maslow developed his Hierarchy of Needs
Theory, and the Psychology of Being stated that a motivational status of a healthy
individual is when one’s five levels of needs are satisfied. First, the individual has to
satisfy four basic needs or deficiency needs: of food and clothing, safety,
belongingness and love, respect and self-esteem (Maslow, 1998). Once these needs
are satisfied, the individual can move towards self-actualization, which implies the
development of all of the individual’s inner capacities and the movement towards a
more intrinsic self. The individual is in a stage of continuous growth and, looks
inward to find answers. Healthy self-actualizing individuals see reality with a greater
lens having high levels of self-acceptance, others, of nature and well-developed
relationship with others (Maslow, 1998). However, self-actualization is not an end
stage of rest; on the contrary, it is a process in which the individual wants more,
becomes more excited about the future and more ambitious as well.
Herzberg Two-Factor Theory
Herzberg, a motivational theorist, together with Mausner and Snyderman
(1962) proposed the Two-factor or Motivation-Hygiene Theory (see Table 1). This
theory postulated that there are two categories of rewards, one called motivators and
the other “hygiene factors” or dissatisfiers (Herzberg et al., 1962, p. 113). Factors
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such as student achievement, responsibility, recognition and promotion were
considered rewards of intrinsic value. Whereas supervision, company policies,
working conditions, salary, job security, and relationship with peers were factors
considered hygienic or extrinsic rewards (Sanchez-Perkins, 2002). According to
Herzberg et al. (1962), the first set of factors would lead to satisfaction in the
workplace, whereas, the latter would lead to dissatisfaction in the workplace. This
theory also agreed with the humanistic model, claiming that money or working
conditions are not necessarily motivators, but they prevent dissatisfaction (Hopkins,
2005).
Table 1
Herzberg Two-Factor Theory
Motivation Factors

Hygiene Factors

(Satisfiers)

(Dissatisfiers)

Achievement

Company Policy & Administration

Recognition

Supervision- Technical

Work Itself

Salary

Responsibility

Interpersonal Relations/Supervision

Advancement

Working Conditions

Note: From Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1962.
Moreover, the fulfillment of hygiene needs eliminates job dissatisfaction but
does not necessarily create satisfaction. On the other hand, the fulfillment of
motivation needs may create job satisfaction but not necessarily dissatisfaction if not
fulfilled (Coulibaly, 1999).
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Expectancy Theory
Victor Vroom’s Expectancy Theory (1995), classified as a cognitive model,
stated that when making a decision, individuals believe they are making the best
possible because it was intertwined with “psychological events” occurring at the same
time the decision was made. Vroom’s expectancy theory model explains three
concepts: the concept of valence, the concept of expectancy, and the concept of force.
The concept of valence is the “affective orientation” towards a particular result
or object. One has to make a decision whether to place a positive “valence” towards a
particular object or result against another one. The fact of not choosing one means
that a negative “valence” was placed over it. Moreover, Vroom (1995) claimed that
“there are many outcomes that are positively or negatively valent to persons but are
not in themselves anticipated to be satisfying or dissatisfying” (p. 56). A teacher who
chose to stay in a school where he or she believed the administration would be
supportive may have placed a positive valence on this fact rather than on the fact of
teaching in a school with poor working conditions or facilities. This teacher derives
satisfaction from believing that he or she will have the administrative support he or
she expects. However, it is difficult to know if the support will always be there or
that he will be satisfied with his choice. Vroom claimed that the results people get are
dependent not only on their choices but on events that they cannot control.
The concept of expectancy, for example, a teacher teaches a concept each day,
for a period of time, and expects his students to be involved, to learn, and to test well
at the end of that time period. Conversely, the students are not involved, not paying
attention; possibly thinking about a drunken father, a problem at home or
daydreaming (all events a teacher cannot control). As a result students may not be
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attentive, learning and not testing well, then, the potential of getting the students to
achieve may be reduced.
Moreover, according to Vroom (1995), there is a relationship between the act
of doing something and the result. An act is always followed by an outcome or result
and that they are connected (see Table 2). Using the previous example, if the teacher
expects students to be involved, to learn, and test well (outcomes), for the students to
learn they need to be involved first, and to test well they need to learn, one outcome is
preceded by the previous one. Nevertheless, there are still events that are out of the
teacher’s control.
Regarding the concept of force, he predicted that the force an individual uses
when doing something depends on the valences (affective orientation) and the
expectancies the person has of that particular act. Continuing with the previous
example, if there is intensive lesson plan preparation (force), the sole expectation is
that the students would be involved, learn and test well (outcomes), therefore student
achievement would be impacted (reward, valence). Consequently, because teachers
want students to achieve they may continue exerting the same or greater force.
Vroom (1995) explains this with a mathematical model; however, he also
claims that this model cannot be tested unless the researcher comes up with a “set of
empirical interpretations” (p. 23). This may be the reason why since the development
of the Expectancy Theory of motivation there has been much debate regarding the
applicability of the theory, in educational settings. Although, behavioral scientists
have recognized the validity of the theory, they recognized that motivating others is a
difficult task (Green, 1992).
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Table 2
Model of Expectancy Theory
EXPECTANCY
Effort

Outcome

1. Classroom
Management




2. Teacher
Attendance



3. Lesson
Preparation
4. Professional
Development



Salary
Student’s
learning attitude
Students’ proper
behavior
Students’ Higher
scores on
Standardized
Tests

5. After work
hours preparation

VALENCE (REWARD)
I
N
S
T
R
U
M
E
N
T
A
L
I
T
Y

Positive/Negative



Students’ achievement
Recognition from all
members of the school
community



Salary (Compensation/
Bonus)
Good, Excellent or Superior
Performance Evaluation
Leadership/Administration
Support




Note: From Coulibaly, 1999.

Theorists also assert that motivation has a direct relationship with performance
(Green, 1992; Lawler, 1973). However, Vroom stresses that it would be impossible
to measure the relationship between the amount of motivation and level of
performance, because we could only measure this relationship when motivation at one
level is higher than another but not how much higher.
In his book Work and Motivation, Vroom (1995) states “Occupational choices
have important consequences for the individuals who make them and for the larger
society in which the choices are made” (p. 57). This decision is important to the
individuals because it is linked to the level of satisfaction they will undergo in their
job. Teachers, who enter the profession and place a higher valence on extrinsic
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rewards such as salary and benefits, might experience lower levels of job satisfaction
than teachers who enter the profession and place a higher valence on intrinsic rewards
such as student’s achievement. This decision is also important to society because “in
order to function effectively, any social system be it a nation or an industrial
organization must attract qualified persons to perform its various roles” (p. 58).
Furthermore, Vroom emphasizes that social systems depend on the vocational
decisions of individuals, not only on the industry but also on educational
organizations that face current national problems staffing classrooms with qualified
individuals.
According to Vroom’s expectancy theory (1995), the effort teachers put in
their jobs is followed by outcomes. These outcomes or results are expected to be
evident with the proper use of tools or instrumentality (skills, resources) and their job
satisfaction will depend on the valence (positive or negative) teachers’ place to the
rewards they receive.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The extensive literature and framework discussed in chapter two provide a
theoretical foundation for the examination of elementary school teachers’ reasons for
staying in their current schools. The researcher compared two schools, one from a
low-income district and one from a high-income district in Illinois, to find out if there
are similarities or differences between these schools’ teachers’ reasons for factors that
motivate them to stay in their current schools. The research questions that guided this
study are:
1. How does job satisfaction or dissatisfaction affect teachers’ motivation to
stay in their current school?
2. What are the school characteristics that will affect teachers’ decisions to
stay in their current school?
3. How does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to stay in their
current school?
4. Are there similarities or differences between districts with low-income and
high-income levels in teachers ‘motivation to stay in their current schools?
Design and Method
This study used mixed methods, survey research design and focus group
method, to examine elementary classroom teachers’ motivators and how they
influence their decision to stay in their current school. The review of literature
identified several factors associated with teachers’ decision to stay or leave schools.
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The independent variables of the study include the teachers’ condition in their current
high or low-income level schools. The dependent variables are: teachers’ ratings of
the importance of the satisfying or dissatisfying factors, teachers’ perceptions on how
their school and their district perform on each factor that is identified.
Purposive sampling is a form of nonprobability sampling, “which is
characterized by the use of judgment and a deliberate effort to obtain representative
samples by including presumably typical areas or groups in the sample” (Kerlinger,
2000, p. 179). The researcher used purposive sampling to invite and select schools
from a low-income district and a high-income district that do not have the Federal
School Improvement Status as defined by the federal No Child Left Behind Act of
2001. This means that the schools in these districts made Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) as reported by the Illinois 2009 Report Card, consequently, the researcher
judged them successful and exemplary schools. Although the low-income district is
listed in the Federal School Improvement Plan, only the school district high school
and none of the elementary schools were on this list. Schools that are not included in
this list are considered as making Adequate Yearly Progress, and deemed by the
researcher to be successful. These districts resembled, with a couple of exceptions,
other school districts in the southwest and northwest part of the city respectively,
particularly with regard to the number of minority students enrolled and the 2007-08
Instructional Expenditure per pupil (ISBE Website, 2009 School Report Card).
Elementary classroom teachers were invited to participate in the study. Teachers
from different genders, ethnicities, and educational backgrounds encompassed the
sample. The School Report Card 2009 was used to identify the participant schools.
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Site Selection
A total of two schools were invited to participate. Principal’s letters of
support and approval were required to guarantee school participation. The following
criteria aided in the selection of the sites:
1. Elementary, non-charter public schools. This criterion was set because the
school data for charter school was limited at the time the researcher started
this study. Charter school information is included in district statistics since
2009 (ISBE Website). Furthermore, these districts are unionized, and the
make-up of the districts selected did not have charter schools.
2. Schools in the low-income district with over 60% of students eligible for
free and reduced lunch. Schools in the high-income district with less than
10% of students eligible for free and reduced lunch. This criterion is set
because the number of students that qualify for free or reduced lunch is a
poverty indicator of low-income families. Greenberg and McCall (1974)
concluded that teachers leave low-income schools at a faster pace than
high-income schools. Therefore, the researcher examined whether there
are differences among teachers who work in low-income and high-income
schools.
3. Schools with student enrollment below 500 and school with enrollment
above 500. Studies show that small schools are easier to manage and that
the administration is more accessible to the staff and students, thereby
creating a familial environment. Moreover, teachers in small schools
reported a greater sense of community (Christensen, 2005). Hence, based
on the 2009 School Report Card, the low-income school had an enrollment
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of 313 students and the high-income school had an enrollment of 568
students.
Survey Instrument
The researcher developed a self-administered survey questionnaire to use in
this study (see Appendix A). One of the advantages of a self-administered survey is
that it is cost-effective, and allows efficient data collection, management, and analysis
(Martella et al., 1999, p. 452). Although self-administered surveys do not allow the
researcher to evaluate the honesty of the responses, the researcher used selfadministered questionnaires because they allow anonymity and are best designed for
“investigating attitudes and opinions that are not usually observable, and studying
behaviors that may be stigmatizing or difficult for people to tell someone face to face”
(Nardi, 2006, p. 67). The researcher aligned the survey items with the research
questions to ensure the survey responses answered the research questions.
The survey questionnaire has two sections: The first section is a quantitative
attitudinal assessment in a Likert scale format, and the second section consists of
qualitative items to assess demographic data. Regarding the attitudinal questions in
the first part of the questionnaire, the researcher decided to format the questionnaire to
a 5-point Likert scale based on the concept that Likert scales are measures of
intensity, and “a good way of writing close-ended questionnaires is to measure
people’s attitudes and opinions with intensity scales” (Nardi, 2006, p. 75). Thus, the
first section is a 5-point Likert scale format with 20 questions based on the HerzbergMausnner Two-Factor or Motivation-Hygiene Theory. Factors that were “satisfiers”
derive job satisfaction, and factors that were “dissatisfiers” derive job dissatisfaction,
which are the basis of this theory.
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The first section consisted of 20 survey questions that were divided in two
columns. The first column asked for teachers’ to rate their perception of how
important selected factors are to their decisions to stay in their current schools, and is
titled, “How important is each of these factors for my staying in my current school.”
The second column assessed teachers’ perceptions in how important their school and
districts consider these factors to retain them in their schools or district. This column
is titled “My School Does This” (questions 1-16) and “My District Does This”
(questions 17-20). This division allows for comparison of survey responses which
may suggest what teachers want but do not get in their current schools. Also, the
survey inquired about factors that led teachers to leave previous schools. The level of
agreement or disagreement will indicate the favorable or unfavorable attitude of the
respondents (www.GlencoeSecondaryMarketingEssentials.com). However, if the
scale responses go in one direction, this measurement of intensity will reduce negative
or neutral responses (Nardi, 2006).
The second part of the questionnaire titled Demographic Data assessed
demographic information about the participants and aimed to supplement the
qualitative data collected from the focus groups. It had 15 self-report questions, and
the focus was on the teachers’ status in their current school, level of experience,
education, gender, and ethnicity. The participants’ levels of experience were
subdivided, that is, new teachers are defined as (1 to 5 years of experience),
experienced teachers (6 to 10 years of experience) and veteran teachers (10+ years of
experience). Moreover, this section also inquired about the teachers’ intentions to
stay in their current schools and their history of mobility.
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The instrument was pilot tested among non-participating schools in districts
outside the designated area of study. The researcher asked for participant feedback
and modified the measures accordingly to test the reliability and validity of all the
variables, relevance, clarity, and understanding of the items (Bareket, 2008). Martella
(1999) denoted that pilot testing a questionnaire is important to determine if the types
of questions are correctly addressing the construct for the answers the researcher is
searching. Additionally, Fowler (2002) claimed, “the purpose of such pretests is to
find out how the data collection protocols and the survey instruments work under
realistic conditions” (p. 112).
Data Collection Procedures
After selected school districts were found eligible for participation in the
study, the researcher contacted principals and visited the schools. District officials
and superintendents were not officially contacted for this study. Prior to issuing a
letter of support, each principal of selected schools received all the study information
and documentation necessary to conduct the study, including: the survey
questionnaire, the focus group volunteer form, and the informed consent form that
explained the purpose of the study, the selection procedures, and the protections for
confidentiality. As soon as two principals agreed to participate (one from a lowincome and one from a high-income level district), the researcher discontinued
visiting schools and contacting principals.
Once the researcher had the principal's authorization to do the research in his
or her particular school, the researcher established a contact person in each school.
The contact person acted as a gatekeeper. A gatekeeper is the person in the school
who would guide the researcher to relevant information and people (Rossman &
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Rallis, 2001). Information about the number of classroom teachers was obtained from
the principal and contact person in each school. The researcher and the contact
person handed the survey-questionnaire package to each classroom teacher. Initially,
the researcher anticipated placing the packages in the teachers’ mailboxes; however,
the researcher was allowed to distribute the survey packages personally to teachers
because of the welcoming environment of the schools. The package containing the
introductory letters, the survey-questionnaire, and the focus volunteer contact form
was delivered to 20 classroom teachers in each school. The surveys were mailed or
handed back to the researcher or contact person in one of the self-addressed
envelopes. The volunteer focus groups contact form was also mailed or handed back
to the researcher in the second envelope. In some cases the envelopes were handed
through the contact person in the school. Each participating school was assigned a
letter and the same letter identified the survey questionnaires and volunteer contact
form from that school.
In order to protect confidentiality, the data was saved in a file in the
researcher's password protected computer, and only the researcher has access to this
information. The individual surveys did not collect or solicit information that could
identify an individual teacher. Survey questionnaires were stored in a locked file
cabinet in the researcher's home office and only the researcher has access to her home
office. One year after the study is completed the researcher will destroy all survey
questionnaires and data. The total number of teacher participants per school was 20,
but the total number of surveys delivered was 42 because two extra surveys were
given to two participants who misplaced their surveys. The researcher received 18
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surveys back from one school and 15 from the other school, obtaining an 82.5%
return.
Additionally, the researcher used focus group method or group interviewing.
Focus Groups Method is considered a qualitative method of research, best used to
learn what people think about policies and organizations (Kerlinger, 2000). The
researcher asked the participants who completed the survey to be part of one focus
group. For the purpose of this study, the researcher recruited participants for three to
four focus groups across the two schools. Each group was composed of three to six
participants. The researcher received the principal’s authorization to use a designated
room in the school after school hours to hold the focus groups. This procedure was
done because it is easier to access teachers for focus group participation within their
home schools than to ask them to meet in to another location.
Nevertheless, the participants were given the choice to meet outside the school
if preferred. The researcher received six contact forms of teachers who agreed to
participate on a focus group from the high-income level district school and eight
contact forms from the low-income district school. The researcher suggested
organizing two focus groups per district, but the first school with six participants
decided to participate altogether in one group interview. The low-income district
school had two focus groups; one focus group with three participants and one with
five participants. The researcher visited this school on two different dates. The goal
of the focus groups was to facilitate participants’ points of view; therefore the group
participation arrangement must be easy to manage (Kerlinger, 2000). They all
received and signed the letter of consent to participate in the research.
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Analysis of Data
First, the researcher used the demographic section of the survey to gather
descriptive data for analysis of essential information about the participants’
characteristics (i.e., gender, level of education, level of experience) with the purpose
of profiling the participants (Nardi, 2006). Teacher demographics were described
using nominal variables. Nominal variables are “discrete measures whose values
represent named categories of classification” (p. 52). According to Nardi, assigning a
number to each category is more convenient when entering data for further analysis.
Furthermore, descriptive analysis assists in illustrating the history of mobility of the
participant and their intentions to stay in their current schools (Questions 12 & 13
from the demographic data of the self-administered survey), as well as the reasons
they had for leaving previous schools.
Second, 20 questions of the survey are designed to understand teachers’
motivations to stay in their current schools, teachers’ ratings of the importance of the
satisfying or dissatisfying factors, and their perceptions on how their school and the
district perform on each factor are the independent variables of the study. These
variables will be described using ordinal measure (Nardi, 2006). The researcher used
an analysis of variance, ANOVA, a parametric test, to compare high-income and lowincome schools responses and determine whether the differences between them are
statistically significant. Parametric tests of statistical significance are “based on
certain assumption about population parameters” (Martella et al., 1999, p. 102).
ANOVA is a robust test but has assumptions of normality that must always be
satisfied; first, that the groups being measured must be independent of each other and
second that “the dependent variable is measured on interval or ratio scale” (Ravid,
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1994, p. 192). This study satisfied these two assumptions. Nonetheless, there are
potential limitations because of the assumption that “the scores are random samples
from their respective population” and “the variances of the populations from which
the samples were drawn are equal, are difficult to satisfy in education or behavioral
science,” yet, it is most important to make certain that the samples are not biased
(Ravid, p. 192). Still, to avoid the violation of these assumptions the researcher also
used the Mann Whitney U Test, a nonparametric test of statistical significance, that
“works by first merging that two sets of data to obtain a single rank ordering that is
independent of the exact magnitude of the difference between values” (Martella et al.,
1999).
Finally, the researcher also used qualitative interview data from focus groups
to add to the quantitative data collected. “Focus groups are a qualitative method of
research and are effective when studying organizations” (Kerlinger, 2000, p. 701).
The researcher coded and analyzed the data collected for themes and categories that
emerged in the responses during this process. According to Kerlinger, “Coding is the
term used to describe the translation of question responses and respondent
information to specific categories for purposes of analysis” (p. 607). Although “much
of the content analysis work that occurs in the context of the focus groups tends to be
descriptive” (Stewart, 2006, p. 125), proper content analysis of the data may apply
quantitative methods to its analysis. Nonetheless, because of size sample constraints,
the researcher uses qualitative descriptive analysis to interpret the focus group data
from this study.
Auerbach and Silverstein (2003) posited, “The qualitative research paradigm
assumes the best way to learn about people’s subjective experience is to ask them
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about it, and then listen carefully to what they say” (p. 23). The researcher used
textual data (narratives) to interpret the categories and themes derived from the focus
groups interviews. The researcher used the framework that Auerbach and Silverstein
used in their study, “The Haitian Fathers Study.” The analysis section of the
Auerbach and Silverstein study coded the data in three steps: (1) repeated ideas, (2)
themes, and (3) theoretical framework. The following terms were framed as follows.
Repeating ideas, “same or similar words or phrases” highlighted the importance of
these ideas to the participants, hence, were important to the concerns of the researcher
who seeks the ideas of the participants (p. 37). A theme is what the researcher implies
from recording a series of repeating ideas. Finally, the theoretical framework is
derived from themes that are clustered together to develop theoretical constructs,
which are large and abstract (Auerbach &Silverstein, 2003).

CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
This study examines elementary school teachers’ reasons for staying in their
current schools. The researcher compares two schools, one from a low-income
district and one from a high-income district, to find out if there are similarities or
differences between these schools’ teachers’ reasons of what motivates them to stay in
their current schools. This study uses a mixed-methods survey research design as
well as a focus group method, to examine elementary classroom teachers’ motivators
and factors that influence their decision to stay in their current school. The review of
literature identifies several factors associated with teachers’ decision to stay or leave
schools. The independent variable of the study is represented by the teachers’
condition in their current high or low-income level schools. The dependent variables
are teachers’ ratings of the importance of the satisfying or dissatisfying factors, and
their perceptions on how their school and their district do in each factor that is
identified. The dependent variables in this study are represented by the measurement
of teachers’ ratings of the importance of the satisfying or dissatisfying factors, and
their perceptions on how their school and the district adequately or inadequately
addressed these factors. There are various factors that contribute to teacher’s job
satisfaction and motivation to stay in their current schools that frames the research
questions. These factors relate to the Herzberg and Mausner’s (1959) Two-Factor or
Motivator-Hygiene Theory, which describes how motivators such as student
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achievement; responsibility, recognition, and promotion were considered rewards of
intrinsic value motivators or satisfiers, whereas policies, supervision, salary, job
security, and working conditions are considered rewards of extrinsic value or hygiene
factors. The research instrument has 20 questions that are separated in two sets of
answers. The survey questionnaire questions are based on the Herzberg-Mausner
Two-Factor or Motivation-Hygiene Theory. Factors that were satisfiers derive job
satisfaction or others that were dissatisfiers derive dissatisfaction are the basis of this
theory (Herzberg & Mausner, 1959). The first set of questions (first column) seeks to
ask for the teachers’ perception on how important these factors, satisfiers and
dissatisfiers, or hygiene factors, are in their motivation to stay in their current school.
The second set of questions (second column) seeks to ask for the teachers’ perception
on how their schools and schools district are adequately addressing these factors.
Additionally, research question number three relates to the role that vocational choice
plays in teacher’s perceptions to stay in their current school. The questions for this
survey were aligned to the Herzberg-Mausner Two-Factor or Motivation Hygiene
Theory; previous studies have used these factors to analyze data (Bareket, 2008;
Farthing, 2006). The instrument was pilot tested among non-participating schools in
districts outside the area of study. The researcher asked for feedback among nonparticipating teachers and modified it accordingly to test all the variables for
relevance, clarity, and understanding (Bareket, 2008).
Participant Data Demographics
Both schools were purposefully selected based on their demographic data from
the 2009 Illinois School Report Card. These schools are included in the study
because they attained AYP and they were not on the District Improvement Plan list,
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which indicates that their students are making adequate progress in comparison to
other schools in the district. The participants are 100% female in the low-income
school (N = 14) compared to the 95% female in the high-income school (N = 17). In
regards of participants’ education; 57% of participants in the low-income school hold
a Master degree (N = 8), compared to 89% in the high-income school (N = 16).
Furthermore, the low-income school had about 43% of teachers considered new
teachers with 1 to 5 years of experience (N = 6) compared to the 6% in the highincome school teachers (N = 1). With regard to ethnicity, the low-income school
sample was comprised of 7 teachers out of 13 who identified as either African
American or Hispanic, while in the high-income school 17 teachers out of 18
identified as White/Caucasian. The results show that one teacher in the low and high
income school respectively did not answer the question about ethnicity. When the
participants were asked if they were product of their school or school district, out of
the 32 participants from both schools 26 participants responded, and results indicated
that 21% of teachers in the low-income (N = 3) school responded that they were a
product of their district compared to none of teachers in the high-income school. The
researcher presented an amendment to ask this question and got the response via
email from the high-income school and through the gatekeeper or contact person from
the low-income school.
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Table 3
Demographic Data Summary
_____________________________________________________________________
Survey Respondents’ Demographic Characteristics
_____________________________________________________________________

Type of School
Low-Income

Gender
Female
14

Education
Masters +
8

Experience
(1 -5 years)
6

Ethnicity
White
6

High-Income
17
16
1
17
_____________________________________________________________________

This chapter is organized into two parts: one is the analysis of the quantitative
design and the other is the analysis of the qualitative design. To analyze the data
using quantitative design the researcher uses an Analysis of Variance, ANOVA, a
parametric test, to compare high-income and low-income schools’ responses and
determine whether the differences between them are statistically significant.
Parametric tests of statistical significance are “based on certain assumption about
population parameters” (Martella, Nelson, & Marchand, 1999, p. 102). The first step
was to determine whether any of the responses to these questions were too skewed for
the mean “to serve as an appropriate representative score” (Ravid, 1994, p. 64), and
whether the variances between the low and high income groups were homogenous.
These two assumptions essentially guide what statistical procedure was used to
analyze the data. To that end, the researcher used the Levene’s Statistics of
Homogeneity of Variance to test these assumptions between the two groups, that is,
whether or not the variances for each question among the low- and high-income
groups are roughly similar. Additionally, the normality of the distribution is done
using a Skewness Test; the assumption is that there should be an even distribution of

46
scores to have a symmetrical distribution for the mean to be representative. As Ravid
(1994) points out, “When there are extreme scores, they tend to pull the mean toward
them, making it an inappropriate representation of the vast majority of the scores” (p.
66).
Additionally, the researcher used the Mann-Whitney U test because this test
“should be used if the data violates the assumptions underlying these parametric tests
(i.e., homogeneity of variance, normal distribution of data…” (Martella et al., 1999, p.
145). The researcher tries to avoid violations to assumptions to increase the internal
(i.e., selection, resentful demoralization of one of the groups) and external validity
(generalization) of the analysis (Martella et al., 1999). To answer research question
number three, how does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to stay in their
current school, the researcher used descriptive statistics to organize the data in a
frequency distribution table and question 11 is at the core of this analysis. This data is
presented in Table 10.
Table 4 shows the significant values, which indicate whether the variances
between the two groups are statistically significant (i.e., p <.05). This value shows
that the variances are significantly different from one another, and thus violate the
assumption of homogeneity of variance. The roughly similar significance value for
questions 1, 2, 4, 11 and 15 demonstrate that they violate the assumption of the
homogeneity of variances which are the variances for each question among the lowand high-income groups. This implies that an ANOVA test cannot be used to
effectively analyze these questions.
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Table 4
Homogeneity of Variance and Skewness for Teachers’ Responses to Factors:
Perceptions of School and Districts Characteristics
Levene’s
Statistic

Skewness

SE

z

p

Q1: Getting Administrative Support

9.692

-.601

.414

-1.453

.004*

Q2: Class Size

11.061

-.977

.414

2.359*

.002*

Q3: Opportunity to become a Teacher
Leader

.876

.000

.414

.000

.357

Q4: Helping Students Achieve

4.633

-1.728

.414

4.174*

.040*

Q5: Student Discipline

1.672

-.801

.414

-1.935

.206

Q6: Having Meaningful Collaboration with
Colleagues

.285

-.812

.414

1.962*

.597

Q7 Participation in Curriculum Decisions

.243

-.718

.414

-1.734

.625

Q8: Professional Development

3.241

-1.787

.414

4.317*

.082

Q9: Establishing Good Rapport with
Students

.377

-.711

.421

-1.689

.544

Q10: Establishing Good Rapport with
Parents

.259

-1.710

.414

4.131*

.615

Q11: Love for the Vocation of Teaching

8.443

-1.195

.421

2.839*

.007*

Q12: Satisfying Commitment to Work in
the Neighborhood

.147

-.613

.421

-1.457

.704

Q13: Being an Assigned Teacher

.038

-.443

.414

-1.071

.847

Q14: Having Tenure

1.110

-1.403

.414

3.390*

.301

Q15: Having Feelings of Physical Safety
and Security

15.321

-1.848

.414

4.465*

.000*

Teachers’ Responses to Survey Items

48
Table 4 (continued)
Q16: Feelings of Recognition for Doing
Well in Job

.000

-.261

.414

-.630

.985

Q17: Getting a Salary Increase / Bonus

.507

-.528

.414

-1.274

.482

Q18: Adequate Health Insurance

.651

-.448

.414

-1.081

.426

Q19: Accountability Policies

3.779

-.564

.421

-1.340

.062

Q20: Condition of the Building

.032

-.542

.414

-1.308

.860

Note: Significant at the (p<.05*) and (±1.96 = p >.05*) levels.
Additionally, Table 4 shows the skew values converted to z-scores to
specifically determine which questions are significantly skewed. For example, z-score
of (+/- 1.96) means that the skew for that particular question is statistically significant.
Questions 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14 and 15 are overly skewed; the bolded values with
asterisk are the z-score transformations and anything above/below 1.96 are too
skewed to legitimately analyze using ANOVA. Even though ANOVA is a strong test
and the assumptions of normality and homogeneity are difficult to satisfy in education
and behavioral science, empirical studies show that there no negative consequences
exist when these assumptions are not met (Ravid, 1994, p. 192). Furthermore, being
the sample for this study is small, and it has an unequal number of surveys returned
(14 surveys from low-income school against 18 surveys from high-income school),
ANOVA cannot be legitimately done to analyze some questions because there are not
a comparative number of responses. Consequently, the researcher uses a nonparametric version of ANOVA called the Mann-Whitney U Test for two independent
samples t-Test. Therefore, Questions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14 and 15 are analyzed
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using a Mann-Whitney U Test and one-way ANOVA was conducted on the remainder
of the Questions 3, 7, 9, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20.
Research Question 1: How does job satisfaction or dissatisfaction affect
teachers’ motivation to stay in their current school? The definition of job satisfaction
refers to what do workers want from their jobs to derive satisfaction (Herzberg, 1993).
In this study, a teacher’s satisfaction or dissatisfaction is measured by how the
teachers perceive whether their school and district address factors that are important
to them and influence their decision to stay in their current school. To this end, the
researcher analyzed the responses of the second column titled “My School Does” for
questions 1-16 and the second column titled “My School District Promotes” for
questions 17 and 20, to determine whether low- or high-income schools affected a
teacher’s satisfactory or unsatisfactory ratings of the factors important to them.
Table 5
Between-Groups ANOVA for Teachers’ Responses to Factors: Perception of School
and District Characteristics
Survey Questions
Q3: Opportunity to become a
Teacher Leader

Q7 Participation in Curriculum
Decisions

Q9: Establishing Good Rapport
with Students

Group
Variance
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

df

F

MS

SS

p

1

.484

.508

.508

.492

1.050

31.492

.310

32.000
.310

1.122

33.659

2.819

33.969
2.819

.492

14.278

30
31
1

.276

30
31
1
29
30

5.726

17.097

.603

.023*
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Table 5 (continued)
Q12: Satisfying Commitment to
Work in the Neighborhood

Q13: Being an Assigned Teacher

Q16: Feelings of Recognition for
Doing Well on the Job

Q17: Getting a Salary Increase /
Bonus

Q18: Adequate Health Insurance

Q19: Accountability Policies

Q20: Condition of the Building

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

1

6.138

29
30
1

.157

30
31
1

.236

30
31
1

.002

30
31
1

.002

30
31
1

3.829

29
30
1
30

28.704

4.440

4.440

.723

20.979

.112

25.419
.112

.712

21.357

.335

21.469
.335

1.418

42.540

.002

42.875
.002

1.062

31.873

.002

31.875
.002

1.129

33.873

2.663

33.875
2.663

.696

20.175

21.254

22.839
21.254

.740

22.214

31

.019*

.695

.630

.966

.967

.060

.000***

43.469

Note: Significance is indicated at the p < .05* and p <.001*** levels.
The survey questions from the second column titled “How My School Does?”
and “My School District Promotes” are not found to be in violation of ANOVA
assumptions. The way this table is constructed is typically how ANOVA is reported
in the literature. The two most important columns are the F (F ratio - is the statistical
index of variability between groups, or the ANOVA statistic) and p indicates
statistical significance (p-value). The bolded values in the significance column are
marked with asterisk symbols to indicate those values which are found to be
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statistically significant between the two groups. For Question 9, “establishing good
rapport with students” (p = .023*), this value is below significance level (p >.05),
therefore, rejects the null hypothesis that says there are no differences between the
two groups. The mean values across both groups are depicted in Table 6, and show
that the low-income teachers rated this factor as adequate (M = 4.00), and the highincome school rating as highly adequate (M = 4.61). Even though the difference
appears small between the two groups, the ANOVA result was statistically
significantly different. That is, teachers from the high-income school significantly
rated their school higher in addressing the importance of establishing good rapport
with students whereas teachers from the low-income school were more likely to rate
their school lower when addressing the importance of establishing good rapport with
students.
For Question 12, “satisfying my commitment to work in this neighborhood,”
the significance value (p = 0.19*), also rejects the null hypothesis and the mean
values across both groups. Table 6 depicts the mean rating scores. Low-income
teachers rated Question 12 as neutral (M = 3.36), and the high-income school teachers
rated as adequately satisfying my commitment to work in this neighborhood (M =
4.12). This means that teachers’ perceptions from the high-income school were rated
higher in addressing the importance of satisfying their commitment to work in the
neighborhood than the low-income school.
For Question 20, “the condition of my school building”, the significance value
is (p = .000***), the mean values across both groups in Table 6, also displays the
mean rating by the low-income school was inadequate (M = 2.86), and the highincome school rating was highly adequate (M = 4.50). This means that teachers from
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the high-income school perceive their district highly adequate in promoting the
importance of the condition of the school building.
The analysis of the data (ANOVA) resulted in no statistically significant
difference between the groups for Question 17, “getting a salary increase/bonus,”
Question 18, “adequate health insurance” and Question 19 “accountability policies.”
However, the mean values across both groups in Table 6 show the mean rates for
Question 19, “accountability policies,” the high-income school slightly higher than
the low-income school; rating their district as adequate (M = 4.06) whereas the lowincome school rates their district lower or neutral (M = 3.46).
The Mann-Whitney U Statistic is used for Questions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14
and 15 to analyze whether there was significant difference between the two groups
(low income and high income schools). For Question 1, “getting administrative
support,” resulted in no statistically significant difference between groups. Table 6
depicts the mean values across both groups for Question 1, and reports the mean value
by the low-income school slightly lower (M = 3.14) compared to the high-income
school (M = 3.72). This means that the high-income schools have a slightly higher
perception of how their school does in administrative support. For Question 2, “class
size,” resulted in no statistically significant difference between groups, nonetheless,
the mean values across both groups in Table 6 shows that the higher income schools
rated their school as adequate (M = 4.11), and the lower income school rated their
school as neutral (M = 3.21) in their perception of how their school does in class size.
For Question 4, “helping students achieve,” results indicate a statistically significant
difference between the two groups (p = .026*). The mean values across both groups
on the factor of “helping students achieve” show that the high income teachers rated
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their school highly adequate (M = 4.67) compared to the low-income school teachers
which rated their school as neutral (M = 3.86) in helping students achieve. This means
that the teachers from the high-income school perceived their school as highly
adequate in helping students achieve. For Question 5, “student discipline
(consequences for disruptive behavior)” resulted in a statistically significant
difference between the two groups (p = .003*). Descriptive Table 6 reports the mean
values across both groups, and shows that the high-income school rated student
discipline as adequate (M = 4.39) compared to the low-income school which rated
student discipline as neutral (M = 3.07). This means that teachers in the high income
school perceive their school as doing an adequate job in student discipline. The
analysis of the Mann-Whitney U Test for Question 6 “having meaningful
collaboration with colleagues” resulted in no statistically significant difference
between groups. Nevertheless, Table 6 shows that the high-income school rated their
school as adequate (M = 4.06) compared to the neutral rating from the low-income
school (M = 3.50). This means that teachers in the high income school perceive their
school as doing adequately for having a meaningful collaboration with colleagues
compared to the low income school teachers. For Question 8, “professional
development,” analysis of the Mann-Whitney U Test for this question resulted in no
statistically significant difference between the mean values for both groups. That is,
both groups rated their school as doing highly adequate in professional development,
results are shown in Table 6. Although not statistically significant, there was a slight
difference between groups in that the low-income school teachers rated their school
slightly higher (M = 4.57) than the high-income school teachers (M = 4.17) for this
question.
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Teachers’ Responses to Factors: Perceptions of School and
District Characteristics
Survey Questions
Q1: Getting Administrative Support

Q2: Class Size

Q3: Opportunity to become a Teacher Leader

Q4: Helping Students Achieve

Q5: Student Discipline

Q6: Having Meaningful Collaboration with
Colleagues
Q7: Participation in Curriculum Decisions

Q8: Professional Development

Q9: Establishing Good Rapport with
Students
Q10: Establishing Good Rapport with
Parents
Q11: Love for the Vocation of Teaching

Q12: Satisfying Commitment to Work in the
Neighborhood
Q13: Being an Assigned Teacher

Q14: Having Tenure

Groups
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

N
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
13
18
31
14
18
32
13
18
31
14
17
31
14
18
32
14
18
32

M
3.14
3.72
3.47
3.21
4.11
3.72
3.36
3.61
3.50
3.86
4.67
4.31
3.07
4.39
3.81
3.50
4.06
3.81
3.64
3.44
3.53
4.57
4.17
4.34
4.00
4.61
4.35
3.86
4.50
4.22
3.69
4.22
4.00
3.36
4.12
3.77
4.29
4.17
4.22
4.50
4.61
4.56

SD
1.460
.669
1.107
1.528
.676
1.198
.929
1.092
1.016
1.231
.594
.998
1.269
.778
1.203
1.092
.998
1.061
1.151
.984
1.047
.646
1.200
1.004
.707
.698
.755
1.027
.618
.870
1.182
.548
.894
.929
.781
.920
.825
.857
.832
.855
.698
.759
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Table 6 (continued)
Q15: Having Feelings of Physical Safety and
Security
Q16: Feelings of Recognition for Doing Well
in the Job
Q17: Getting a Salary Increase/Bonus

Q18: Adequate Health Insurance

Q19: Accountability Policies

Q20: Condition of the Building

Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
13
18
31
14
18
32

4.14
4.83
4.53
3.07
3.28
3.19
3.07
3.06
3.06
3.57
3.56
3.56
3.46
4.06
3.81
2.86
4.50
3.78

1.167
.514
.915
1.269
1.127
1.176
.997
1.056
1.014
.938
1.149
1.045
.967
.725
.873
.864
.857
1.184

The analysis of the Mann-Whitney U Test for Question 10, “establishing good
rapport with parents” resulted in a statistically significant difference (p = .037*)
between the two groups. Furthermore, the mean values in the Table 6 show that the
high-income school rated this factor as adequate (M = 4.50) compared to the lowincome school which rated this factor as neutral (M = 3.86). This means that the
high-income school teachers perceive their school as doing adequate in establishing
good rapport with parents. For Question 11, “my love for the vocation of teaching,”
resulted in no statistically significant difference (p = .173) between the two groups,
however, the mean values in Table 6 show that the high-income school rated this
factor as adequate (M = 4.22) compared to the neutral rating of the low-income school
(M = 3.69). This means that the average of high income school teachers perceived
their school doing an adequate job in fostering their love for the vocation of teaching.
For Question 14, “having tenure” resulted in no statistically significant
difference, furthermore, the mean values in Table 6 show that both the high- and low-
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income schools rated having tenure as adequate (M = 4.61, M = 4.50), respectively.
This means that both groups perceive their schools as adequately.
The Mann-Whitney U Test for Question 15, “having feelings of physical
safety and security,” resulted in a statistically significant difference (p = .036*) for
both groups. Although, the difference is small, the mean values in Table 6 show this
difference. The low-income school rated their school as adequate (M = 4.14) and the
high-income school also rated their school as adequate (M = 4.83). This means that
the average ratings of both schools show their perception of their schools as doing
adequate in understanding their feelings of physical safety and security.
Table 7
Mann-Whitney U Test for Teachers’ Responses to Factors: Perceptions of School and
District Characteristics
Survey Questions

U

p

Q1: Getting Administrative Support

94.50

.210

Q2: Class Size

84.00

.095

Q4: Helping Students Achieve

73.50

.026*

Q5: Student Discipline

50.00

.003**

Q6: Having Meaningful Collaboration with Colleagues

87.00

.119

Q8: Professional Development

108.00

.437

Q10: Establishing Good Rapport with Parents

76.00

.037*

Q11: Love for the Vocation of Teaching

85.50

.173

Q14: Having Tenure

121.50

.829

Q15: Having Feelings of Physical Safety and Security

84.00

.036*

Note: Significance is indicated at the p < .05* and p <.01** levels.
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Research Question 2: What are the school characteristics that will affect
teachers’ decisions to stay in their current school?
To answer this question the researcher organized the data creating a frequency
distribution table of the reasons why teachers had indicated why they left their
previous schools. “A distribution is the name given to any set of scores that has been
organized in such a way as to enable the shape of the data to be seen” (Martella et al.,
p. 95). The researcher uses descriptive statistics to describe this question. Data from
only 20 out of the 32 surveys returned could be categorized in the Frequency
Distribution Table because only 20 teachers had previous experiences in other
schools. Table 8 is constructed using participant responses to Question 14 of the
demographic data section of the survey: “Please indicate why you left your previous
school.”
Table 8
Frequency Distribution Table of Teachers' Reasons for Leaving Previous Schools
Identified Factors that Influenced
Mobility
Q1: Lack of Administrative Support
Q2: Class Size
Q3: School Discipline Policies
Deficient
Q4: Dissatisfying Relationships with
Colleagues
Q5: Minimal Parental Involvement in
Student's Education

Groups
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

Teachers' Survey Responses (N = 20)
Yes
%
No
%
Total %
2
10%
5
25%
35%
4
20%
9
45%
65%
6
30%
14
70%
100%
1
5%
6
30%
35%
1
5%
12
60%
65%
2
10%
18
90%
100%
1
5%
6
30%
35%
2
10%
11
55%
65%
3
15%
17
85%
100%
2
10%
5
25%
35%
1
5%
12
60%
65%
3
15%
17
85%
100%
0
0%
7
35%
35%
1
5%
12
60%
65%
1
5%
19
95%
100%
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Table 8 (continued)
Q6: Not Being Assigned to the School
Q7: Lack of Opportunities to Grow
Professionally
Q8: Feelings of Criticism and Blame

Q9: Low Student Achievement

Q10: Lack of Safety and Security
Q11: No Connection with the
Neighborhood
Q12: Inadequate Salary

Q13: No Connection with Students
Q14: Feeling Threatened by
Accountability Policies
Q15: Feelings of Vocational Doubts

Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

0
3
3
3
1
4
1
1
2
0
1
1
0
2
2
1
1
2
2
2
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0%
15%
15%
15%
5%
20%
5%
5%
10%
0%
5%
5%
0%
10%
10%
5%
5%
10%
10%
10%
20%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

7
10
17
4
12
16
6
12
18
7
12
19
7
11
18
6
12
18
5
11
16
7
13
20
7
13
20
7
13
20

35%
50%
85%
20%
60%
80%
30%
60%
90%
35%
60%
95%
35%
55%
90%
30%
60%
90%
25%
55%
80%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%

35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%
35%
65%
100%

Note: Data was included only from 20 teacher respondents who had previous
experiences at other schools.
For Question 1, 2 out of 7 teachers from the low-income school say they left
their previous school due to a lack of administrative support whereas 4 out of 13 from
the high-income school say they left their previous school due to a lack of
administrative support. A higher percentage of teachers in high-income school left
because of lack of the administrative support.
For Question 2, 1 out of 6 teachers from the low-income school responded that
she left her previous school for class size whereas 1 out of 12 from high-income

59
school left for class size. An equal percentage of teachers left their previous school
because of class size.
For Question 3, 1 out of 6 teachers from the low-income school reported that
she left her previous school because of deficient school discipline policies, whereas, 2
out of 11 from the high-income school reported that they left their previous school for
deficient school discipline policies. A higher percentage of teachers in the highincome schools left their previous school because of deficient school discipline
policies than teachers in the low-income schools.
For Question 4, 2 out of 5 teachers from the low-income school reported that
they left because of dissatisfying relationships with colleagues, whereas, 1 out of 12
from the high-income school left because of dissatisfying relationships with
colleagues. Twice as many teachers in the low-income school left because of
dissatisfying relationships with colleagues compared to the high-income school.
For Question 5, 0 out of 7 teachers from the low-income school responded that
they left their previous school because of minimal parental involvement in their
students’ education, whereas, 1 out of 12 teachers from the high- income school left
due to minimal parental involvement in student’s education. None of the teachers in
the low-income school left because of minimal parental involvement in student’s
education compared to 5% of teachers in the high-income school (N = 1).
For Question 6, 0 out of 7 teachers from the low-income school responded that
they left their previous schools because of not being assigned to the school, whereas,
3 out of 10 teachers from the high-income school left due to not being assigned to the
school. None of the teachers in the low-income school left because they were not
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assigned to the school compared to the 15% of teachers in the high-income school (N
= 3).
For Question 7, 3 out of 4 teachers from the low-income school responded that
they left their previous school because of lack of opportunities to grow professionally,
whereas, 1 out of 12 teachers from the high-income school reported that they left
because of lack of opportunities to grow professionally. In the low-income school,
21% of teachers (N = 3) left because of lack of opportunities to grow professionally,
compared to the 5% of teachers that left in the high-income school (N = 1)
For Question 8, 1 out of 6 teachers from the low-income school responded that
she or he left their previous school due to feelings of criticism and blame, whereas, 1
out of 12 teachers from the high-income school reported leaving due to feelings of
criticism and blame. In both schools, a total of 5% of teachers (N = 2) reportedly left
their previous school because they experienced feelings of criticism and blame from
their administrators.
For Question 9, 0 out of 7 teachers from the low-income school responded that
they left school for low student achievement, whereas, 1 out of 12 teachers from the
high-income school reported leaving because low student achievement. Surprisingly,
none of the teachers reportedly left the low-income school due to low student
achievement compared to the 5% of teachers who reported leaving a high-income
school (N = 1).
For Question 10, 0 out of 7 teachers from the low-income school responded
that they left school for lack of safety and security, whereas, 2 out of 11 teachers from
the high-income school (approximately 10%) responded that they left their previous
school because of perceived lack of safety and security. In contrast, none of the
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teachers from the low-income school left because of perceived lack of safety and
security.
For Question 11, 1 out of 6 teachers from the low-income school responded
that they left school for not having connection with the neighborhood, similarly, 1 out
of 12 teachers from the high-income school reported that she left her previous school
for not having a connection with the neighborhood 5% of the teachers left (N = 1, 1,
respectively) because they did not have a connection with the neighborhood.
For Question 12, 2 out of 5 teachers from the low-income school responded
that they left school because of “inadequate salary,” whereas 2 out of 11 teachers
from the high-income school responded that they left their previous school due to
inadequate salary. In both schools, about 10% of teachers (N = 4) left because of
inadequate salary.
With regard to lack of significant findings, Question 13, “not having a
connection with their students,” Question 14, “feeling threatened by accountability
policies,” and Question 15, “having feelings of vocational doubts” did not yield
statistically significant differences between groups. This is because none of the
teachers in either group responded that they left their previous schools due to any of
those reasons.
Summary
Only 20 surveys out of the 32 returned could be categorized in the frequency
table because only 20 teachers had previous experiences in other schools. However,
the responses from both schools show that all teachers who had left previous schools
reported either hygiene and/or satisfier factors as important reasons in their decision
to leave previous schools. The hygiene factor, such as interpersonal relationships,
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“Dissatisfying Relationships with Colleagues” appear to be more important to the
decision to stay in their current school for low-income school teachers and their job
satisfaction ratings than to the high-income school teachers. Furthermore, satisfier
factors, such as advancement, “Lack of Opportunities to grow professionally” appear
to be more important to the low-income school teachers to their ratings of job
satisfaction and decision to stay than to the high-income school teachers. This is
parallel to Bareket’s (2009) findings that show high-income school teachers do not
put much emphasis on advancement and growth, and recognition to their job
satisfaction.
Additional Analysis
Assessing Trends in Mobility Decision Making
Table 9
Frequency of Teachers Who Have Considered Leaving Their Current School
The last five years

School
A(14)
School
B(18)

The next five years

Did not
considered

Considered
briefly

Considered
seriously

I
wished
I left

Not at
all

Slight
Possibility

Strong
Possibility

I will
definitely
leave

4

4

5

1

1

8

3

2

10

7

1

0

10

5

3

0

Additionally, Question 12 and Question 13 of the demographic data section
asked the teachers whether they had considered leaving their current school in the past
five years and whether they would consider leaving in the next five years. For the
low-income school, results indicated that 4 teachers did not consider leaving, four
teachers considered leaving briefly, five teachers considered leaving seriously, and
one teacher reported that she wished she’d left the low-income school in the past five
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years. The results from the high-income school are that 10 teachers reported that they
did not consider leaving, seven teachers considered leaving briefly, and one teacher
reported that she considered leaving seriously in the past five years. Teachers were
also asked if they were considering leaving their school in the next five years. Results
for the low-income school indicate that one teacher reportedly did not at all consider
leaving; eight teachers reported a slight possibility of leaving, three teachers reported
a strong possibility of leaving, and two teachers reported that they will definitely
leave their current school within the next five years. The results from the highincome school indicated that 10 teachers reported that they are not at all considering
leaving their school, four teachers reported a slight possibility of leaving their current
school, three teachers reported a strong possibility to leave, and no teachers reported
that they will definitely leave their current school in the next five years.
These findings are consistent with other studies that reported that low-income
school teachers leave their schools at a faster pace than high-income school teachers
(Bareket, 2008; CCSR, 2009; Greenberg & McCall, 1974). Bareket (2008) found that
the socio-economic level of the school influences teacher satisfaction and their “their
mobility intention.”
Research Question 3: How does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to
stay in their current school?
To analyze this question, the researcher evaluated the survey responses for
Question 11 in the first column of the survey “How important is each of these factors
to my Staying in my Current School?” The question is framed “Love for the vocation
of teaching.” Table 10 shows descriptive mean values for both groups’ responses.
The low-income school rated this survey item as highly important (M = 4.50) and the
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high-income school teachers also rated this item as highly important (M = 4.72). This
means that, for both groups, their vocation of teaching is highly important in their
decision to stay in their current school.
Table 10
Influence of Vocational Choice on Teachers’ Decisions to Stay in their Current
School
_____________________________________________________________________
Teachers’ Ratings of Vocational Choice (Q11)
_____________________________________________________________________
Groups
N
M
SD
Survey Question

Low

14

4.50

.650

Q11: Love for the Vocation of Teaching

High

18

4.72

.575

Total

32

4.63

.609

_____________________________________________________________________
Research Question 4: Are there similarities or differences in teachers’
motivation to stay in their current school between low-income and high-income
districts?
To analyze this research question, the researcher considers the survey
questions in the first column titled “How important is each of these factors for my
staying in my current school?” Before any statistical analysis, the first step is to
determine if the questions are too skewed and whether the variances between the lowincome and high-income groups are homogeneous. Only five questions satisfied
assumptions from ANOVA, the remaining 15 questions are analyzed using a MannWhitney U Test, as depicted in Table 14.
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ANOVA Analysis
For Question 4 “helping students achieve,” Question 8 “professional
development,” Question 10 “establishing good rapport with parents,” Question 12
“satisfying the commitment to work in the neighborhood,” and Question 19
“accountability policies” satisfied assumptions from the ANOVA and are depicted in
Table 13.
Question 4, “helping students achieve,” did not result in a statistically
significantly difference between the two groups (p = 0.258). Teachers from both the
low-income and high-income schools rated the factor “helping students achieve,” as
highly important (M = 4.93, 4.78 respectively), as seen in Table 11. This means that
both schools perceived the factor of helping students achieve as highly important in
their decision to stay within their current schools.
For Question 8, “professional development,” there was no statistically
significant difference between the two groups (p = 0.704). Both the low-income and
high-income school rated this factor as important (M = 4.14, 4.28 respectively), see
Table 8. This means that both schools perceived the factor of professional
development as important to their decision to stay within their current schools.
For Question 10, “establishing good rapport with parents,” results did not
indicate a statistically significant difference between the two groups (p = 0.862). The
low-income teachers rated “establishing good rapport with parents” as important (M =
4.43), in comparison to the ratings of teachers from the high-income school which
rated this factor as highly important (M = 4.56). This means that although the
teachers’ scores from the high-income level school were a little higher, both schools
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perceived establishing good rapport with parents as an important the factor in their
decision to stay in their current schools.
There was no statistically significant difference between the two group ratings
for Question 12, “satisfying commitment to work in the neighborhood” (p = 0.984).
However, the low-income school teachers rated “satisfying commitment to work in
the neighborhood” as neutral (M = 3.07) compared to the high-income school which
rated this item as important (M = 4.28). Table 11 depicts these mean values. This
means that in making a decision to stay in their current school, teachers in the highincome school district valued the factor of satisfying their commitment to work in the
neighborhood than teachers from the low-income school district.
For Question 19, the factor of “accountability policies” did not yield a
statistically significantly difference between the groups (p = 0.582). The mean ratings
across the two groups showed the low-income school rated this factor as important (M
= 4.25) and similarly the high-income school also rated this factor as important (M =
4.39). This means that teachers in both groups perceive accountability policies as
important factors in their decision to stay in their current schools.
Based on the survey responses, Table 11 shows that all factors as depicted in
the survey questions are important to teachers from low- income and high- income
schools to stay in their current schools. Teachers from both schools appear to be
influenced by the fulfillment of both satisfiers and dissatisfiers or hygiene factors.
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Table 11
Teachers’ Ratings of Factor Importance in Decisions to Remain in Current School
Survey Questions
Q1: Getting Administrative Support

Q2: Class Size

Q3: Opportunity to become a teacher leader

Q4: Helping Students Achieve

Q5: Student Discipline

Q6: Having Meaningful Collaboration with
Colleagues
Q7: Participation in Curriculum Decisions

Q8: Professional Development

Q9: Establishing Good Rapport with Students

Q10: Establishing Good Rapport with Parents

Q11: Love for the Vocation of Teaching

Q12: Satisfying Commitment to Work in the
Neighborhood
Q13: Being an Assigned Teacher

Q14: Having Tenure

Q15: Having Feelings of Physical Safety and
Security

Groups
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

N
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
13
18
31
14
18
32

M
4.86
4.61
4.72
4.57
4.56
4.56
3.36
3.44
3.41
4.93
4.78
4.84
4.64
4.50
4.56
4.14
4.72
4.47
3.79
4.39
4.13
4.14
4.28
4.22
4.43
4.83
4.66
4.43
4.56
4.50
4.50
4.72
4.63
3.07
4.28
3.75
4.29
4.72
4.53
4.54
4.89
4.74
4.93
4.67
4.78

SD
.363
.502
.457
.852
.705
.759
.929
1.149
1.043
.267
.428
.369
.633
.786
.716
.864
.461
.718
.802
.608
.751
.770
1.127
.975
.514
.383
.483
.514
.511
.508
.650
.575
.609
1.072
.895
1.136
.611
.575
.621
.776
.323
.575
.267
.594
.491
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Table 11 (continued)
Q16: Feelings of Recognition for Doing Well in the
Job
Q17: Getting a Salary Increase/Bonus

Q18: Adequate Health Insurance

Q19: Accountability Policies

Q20: Condition of the Building

Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

14
18
32
14
18
32
14
18
32
12
18
30
14
18
32

4.43
4.78
4.63
4.50
4.50
4.50
4.79
4.61
4.69
4.25
4.39
4.33
4.14
4.39
4.28

.852
.428
.660
.650
.618
.622
.426
.608
.535
.754
.608
.661
.949
.698
.813

Table 12 shows the first step to determine whether any of these 20 questions
are too skewed to use ANOVA and whether their variances between the low and high
income groups are homogeneous. These two assumptions guide what statistical
procedure (parametric such as ANOVA versus non-parametric such as Mann-Whitney
U Statistics Test) needs to be used.
Table 13 depicts the five questions that met the assumptions for ANOVA.
Four questions were not statistically significant. Only question 12 “satisfying
commitment to work in the neighborhood” resulted in a statistically significant
difference between the two groups (p = .002). Questions 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 14,
15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 are analyzed using Mann-Whitney U Test of Statistics.
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Table 12
Homogeneity of Variance and Skewness Statistics for Ratings of Factor Influence

Survey Questions
Q1: Getting
Administrative
Support
Q2: Class Size
Q3: Opportunity to
become a Teacher
Leader
Q4: Helping
Students Achieve
Q5: Student
Discipline
Q6: Meaningful
Collaboration with
Colleagues
Q7 Participation in
Curriculum
Decisions
Q8: Professional
Development
Q9: Establishing
Good Rapport
with Students
Q10: Establishing
Good Rapport
with Parents
Q11: Love for the
Vocation of
Teaching
Q12: Satisfying
Commitment to
Work in the
Neighborhood
Q13: Being an
Assigned Teacher
Q14: Having
Tenure
Q15: Having
Feelings of
Physical
Safety/Security
Q16: Recognition
for Doing Well in
Job

Levene's
Statistic

p

Skewness
Statistic

Skewness
SE

Skewness
Z-score

11.550

.002*

-1.022

.414

-2.465*

.014

.905

-1.875

.414

-4.524*

1.462

.236

-.553

.414

-1.335

6.528

.016*

-1.988

.414

-4.796*

1.421

.243

-1.360

.414

-3.281*

2.031

.164

-1.559

.414

-3.762*

1.348

.255

-.213

.414

-.514

1.719

.200

-1.362

.414

-3.285*

8.992

.005*

-.691

.414

-1.667

.031

.862

.000

.414

.000

1.443

.239

-1.428

.414

-3.445*

.000

.984

-.458

.414

-1.105

.416

.524

-.986

.414

-2.379*

14.238

.001

-2.201

.421

-5.235*

11.456

.002

-2.259

.414

-5.450*

5.053

.032

-2.290

.414

-5.525*
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Table 12 (continued)
Q17: Getting a
Salary Increase /
Bonus
Q18: Adequate
Health Insurance
Q19:
Accountability
Policies
Q20: Condition of
the Building

.032

.860

-.857

.414

-2.068*

3.536

.070

-1.506

.414

-3.633*

.533

.471

-.484

.427

-1.133

.632

.433

-.961

.414

-2.318*

Note: Significance is indicated at ±1.96 (p <.05* level).

Table 13
ANOVA Table
Survey Questions

Group
Variance

Q4: Helping Students Achieve

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Q8: Professional Development

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Q10: Establishing Good
Rapport with
Parents

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

FQ12: Satisfying Commitment
to Work in the Neighborhood

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

FQ19: Accountability Policies

Note: Significant at p < .05*.

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

df

F

Mean
Square

Sum of
Squares

p

1

1.330

.179

.179

.258

.135

4.040

30
31
1

4.219
.147

30

.143

.143

.978

29.325

31
1

29.469
.484

30

.127

.127

.262

7.873

31
1

12.047

11.460

11.460

.951

28.540

31

28
29

.492

8.000

30

1

.704

.002*

40.000
.310

.139

.139

.447

12.528
12.667

.582
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Table 14 shows the results of the 15 questions that are analyzed using the
Mann-Whitney U Statistic Test. Questions 1, 2, 3, 5, 11, 14, 15,16,17,18, and 19
resulted in no statistically significant difference. The significance values are higher
than .05; therefore the null hypothesis could not be rejected.
The following questions resulted in statistically significant differences:
For Question 6, the factor “having meaningful collaboration with colleagues,”
resulted in a statistically significant difference between the two groups (p = .027*)
(see Table 14). The high-income school rated this factor as highly important (M =
4.72) compared to the low-income school rating of important (M = 4.14). This means
that for teachers in high-income school having a meaningful collaboration with
colleagues is highly important to stay in their school.
For Question 7, “participation in curriculum decisions,” resulted in a
significant difference between groups (p = .029*), and also rejects the null
hypothesis. As seen in Table 11, the high-income school teachers rated this factor as
important (M = 4.39), compared to the low-income school rating which was neutral
(M = 3.79). This means that, for teachers from the high-income school, an important
factor in their decision to stay in their current school is being able to participate in
curriculum decisions; more so than for teachers from low-income schools.
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Table 14
Mann-Whitney U Statistic Table
Survey Questions

U

p

Q1: Getting Administrative Support

95.00

.131

Q2: Class Size

120.00

.780

Q3: Opportunity to Become a Teacher Leader

116.50

.704

Q5: Student Discipline

117.00

.676

Q6: Having Meaningful Collaboration with Colleagues

75.00

.027*

Q7: Participation in Curriculum Decisions

72.50

.029*

Q9: Establishing Good Rapport with Students

75.00

.019*

Q11: Love for the Vocation of Teaching

101.00

.242

Q13: Being an Assigned Teacher

75.50

.027*

Q14: Having Tenure

92.00

.146

Q15: Having Feelings of Physical Safety and Security

99.50

.138

Q16: Feelings of Recognition for Doing Well in my Job

98.00

.188

Q17: Getting a Salary Increase / Bonus

125.00

.965

Q18: Adequate Health Insurance

109.50

.424

Q20: Condition of my School Building

110.50

.521

Note: Significance is indicated at the p <.05*.
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For Question 9, “establishing good rapport with students,” the significance
value is (p = .019*), rejects the null hypothesis. The teachers from the high-income
school rated this factor as highly important (M = 4.83) compared to teachers’ ratings
from the low-income school as important (M = 4.43). This means that teachers from
the high-income school viewed establishing good rapport with students as a highly
important factor in their decision to stay in their current school in comparison to
teachers’ ratings from the low-income school. Table 11 depicts the mean values.
Lastly, for Question 13, “being an assigned teacher,” was also significant (p =
.027*), rejects the null hypothesis. Teachers from the high-income schools rated this
factor as highly important (M = 4.72), compared to a slightly lower rating of
important by teachers from the low-income school (M = 4.29). This means that, for
teachers from the high-income schools, a highly important factor in making the
decision to stay in their current school is being an assigned teacher.
Qualitative Data Findings
Focus Group Participants
Focus group data was collected from both schools. There were two focus
groups from School A. The first group had three teacher participants, and the other
group had five teacher participants. In School B, there was only one focus group
consisting of five participants. Demographic data is provided in Table 15. In order to
code the focus group, the researcher used the coding framework from Auerbach and
Silverstein (2003): repeated ideas, themes, and theoretical construct.

74
Table 15
Focus Group Demographics
_____________________________________________________________________
Focus Group (N = 13)
Gender
Years in current school
Grade Level
_____________________________________________________________________
F

M

0-5

6-10

10+

Primary

Intermediate

School A

8

0

5

1

2

6

2

School B

5

0

0

2

3

5

0

Note: School A denotes the Low-Income school data, and School B denotes the HighIncome school data.
Focus Group Materials and Procedures
Each group is composed of three to six participants. The researcher obtained
the principal’s authorization to use a room in the school and after school hours to hold
the focus groups. The researcher received six contact forms of teachers who agreed to
participate on a focus group from the high-income level district school and eight
contact forms from the low-income district school. The researcher suggested
organizing two focus groups per district, but the first school with six participants
decided to participate all together in one focus group interview. The low-income
district school had two focus groups; one focus group with three participants and one
with five participants. The participants’ responses were recorded.
The following list indicates the questions that the researcher asked focus group
participants, and then data from the responses is reported below.
Focus Groups Protocol
1. How long have you worked at this school? How would you describe it in 5
words or less?
2. What school characteristics would make a teacher stay in this school?
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3. What might lead teachers to leave?
4. Has there been anyone who has influenced your decision to stay in your
current school? (Who are they? What is their job? What did they do to convince you?)
5. Has anything happened at your school that changed the way you felt about
teaching?
6. Has anyone directly or indirectly influenced you in considering leaving
your job or the teaching profession?
7. Has your intention to stay in your position been affected because of
recognition (Where either you felt that your work was or was not recognized or
appreciated by members of the school community?)
8. Is there anything else you would like to add?
Table 16
Relationship between Research Questions and Focus Group Protocol Questions
Research Question

Related Focus Group
Protocol Question

1. Influence of Job Satisfaction on Mobility Decisions
How does job satisfaction or dissatisfaction affect teachers’ motivation to
stay in their current school?

#1, #2, #3

2. What are the school characteristics that will affect teachers’ decisions
to stay in their current school?

#2, #3, #4, #6, #7

3. Influence of Vocational Choice on Mobility Decisions
How does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to stay in their
current school?

#5, #6, #7

4. Are there similarities and/or differences in teachers’ perceptions in
districts with low-income and high-income levels of what motivates them
to stay in their current schools?

#1, #2, #3, #4, #5,#6, #7
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Data Analysis
This section reviews the themes and ideas that emerged during the focus
groups in addressing the Research Questions 1 to 4. School A data reflects themes
that emerged from responses of teacher participants at the low-income school, and
School B data reflects themes that emerged from the responses of teacher participants
at the high-income school.
Research Question 1: How does job satisfaction or dissatisfaction affect
teachers’ motivation to stay in their current school?
Focus Groups protocol questions 1, 2, and 3 assist in addressing Research
Question 1. The researcher coded the following themes:
School A theme: “School is changing and is challenging for teachers.” Lowincome school participants’ responses appear to show a lower level of job satisfaction,
when asked to describe their school, Group 1 reported “very interesting experience,”
(this is the response of a novice teacher); “it’s been changing during the course of my
– years,” (the numbers of years is not included as to not identify any teacher); or
“interesting,” (another novice teacher). Group 2 described their school characteristics
as “positive, motivating but not really cohesive among teachers,” “as one challenging,
changing, overwhelming at times,” and “teachers do not work well among each other
like we should.”
School A theme: “A Positive Environment.” When teachers were asked why
they would stay in their current school they responded, “For the kids,” “students are
well behaved.” Ingersoll (2001) claimed that student discipline is one of the reasons
new teachers leave schools. Additionally, the teachers claimed that their district
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offers opportunities to “move to different areas” and their “school is technologically
enriched.” Teachers also stated that their “administration is supportive.”
School A theme: “Reasons for leaving the school.” Group 1 claimed that they
would leave their school because their “coworkers are not being supportive.” Yet
Group 2 gave conflicting positive feedback, such as “my colleagues help me.” Lack
of parental support is also expressed in these two groups, “parental support could be
even family issues, education not always comes first.” Furthermore, they claimed that
“responsibilities and paperwork that must be done within this district could be pretty
demanding and overwhelming.” Lastly, salary was mentioned as one reason for them
to leave, “I agree with the salary, that’s at the top of my list.” Salary is one factor of
extrinsic value that research have found as important to teachers’ job satisfaction,
especially from low-income districts (Ingersoll, 2001).
School B theme: “My school is high achieving.” High-income school
teachers’ responses appear to show a higher level of job satisfaction. Responses such
as, “a warm climate and excelling school,” “a happy place to be at,” and “it’s a group
of people that really enjoy working together and support each other,” support the
assumption that teachers in the high-income school have a more positive perception of
their school environment and colleagues.
School B theme: “Staff makes the school unique.” High-income school
teachers’ responses appeared to derive satisfaction from the hygiene factor regarding
interpersonal relationships with colleagues and administration. Responses such as
“there is guidance and experience from staff,” “former leadership was an inspiration,”
“the school is unique in that people really want to help,” and “most people here have a
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high level of professionalism.” Teachers perceive their school as unique based on
their relationship with their colleagues and former leadership.
School B theme: “It’s difficult to leave my school.” High-income school
teachers’ responses show that it’s difficult to leave their school. For example, “once
you have tenure…it’s so difficult to leave.” They also expressed that they would
leave their school “only for personal reasons” (i.e., pregnancy or proximity to school).
Other reasons reported were to “go to better paid schools districts,” or because of
“divisive leadership.” Research shows that salary and lack of leadership support are
among the most important reasons why teachers leave schools (Farthing, 2006;
Ingersoll, 2001; Sanchez-Perkins, 2002).
Research Question 2: What are the school characteristics that will affect
teachers’ decisions to stay in their current school?
School A theme: “Student’ Achievement.” Low-income teachers’ responses
highlighted the importance of satisfier factors; work itself (students’ achievement and
professional development) to the school characteristics that will affect teachers’
decisions to stay in their current school. For example, responses such as, “I work for
the children,” “I stay just for the kids,” “I’m always getting more information to teach
the children,” or “I learn more for the kids.” Another indicator for retaining a
placement was indicated in responses such as, “there are lots of opportunities for
professional development,” “the district gives bilingual teachers opportunities to go to
different workshops,” and “there is money for us to grow in many different areas, like
technology” are examples of the importance of work itself as a factor that positively
affects teachers’ decisions to stay in their current school.

79
School A themes: “Collaboration with colleagues” and “Administrative
Support.” Low-income school teachers’ responses highlight the importance of
hygiene factors, interpersonal relationships, administration, and supervision to stay
in their current schools. Responses varied from “good camaraderie among some
teachers,” “we get along pretty well,” to “I feel sometimes the staff is not cohesive,”
and “you don’t have the support of your partners, coworkers.” These conflicting
responses show that the perception on interpersonal relationships of teachers is
different across both focus groups from the same school. This variation may reflect
animosity among teachers due to external factors such as the previous year’s strike.
On the other hand, both focus groups agreed on the importance of administrative
support. Responses such as “the openness and cooperativeness of the administrator,”
“easy going and understanding,” and “works well with teachers,” are examples of the
importance of the satisfaction of this hygiene factor in the influence of teachers’
decisions to stay in their current school.
School B theme: “Meaningful Collaboration with colleagues.” Teacher
responses in the high-income school show satisfaction of the hygiene factor
interpersonal relationships that affects their decision to stay in their current school.
Example responses highlight the importance of interpersonal connections, such as,
“there is a sense of camaraderie,” “my colleagues make me feel welcome,” “they are
my friends,” or “they showed me the way.”
School B theme: “Working in this community.” Teacher responses from the
high-income school show satisfaction of the hygiene factor safety and security that
affect their decision to stay in their current school. Comments such as “the kids and
the community,” “we work in a community where education is valued,” and “I made
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so many relationships with families” support this factor. Teachers are happy to work
in a community that values education and this positively affects their decision to stay
in their current school.
Research Question 3: How does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to
stay in their current school?
School A theme: “Doubting vocational choice.” Teacher responses in lowincome schools indicate signs of teachers’ experience of burnout. Example responses
support this notion, such as, “different situations that happened while we were in
strike made me question being here,” “who’s there for the kids other than you
sometimes,” “I try to project a strong work ethic,” “I really want to get out: It’s not
about the kids anymore,” “teachers are paper pushers,” and “you get discouraged, it’s
just about tests and numbers.”
In School B, two primary themes were coded from the focus group responses
of the high-income school teachers “Love for the vocation of teaching” and
“Dedication to education.”
School B theme: “Love for the vocation of teaching.” Teacher responses
included: “This is a profession I love,” “I don’t ever want to give up,” “This is my
life….this is what I want to do” and “People enter when you want to put your whole
heart and soul”
School B theme: “Dedication to education.” Teacher responses included:
“working hard to make sure every student achieves,” “I do 110% in order to make
sure that my children get the best education they possible can,” “educating the minds
of tomorrow,” and “Too much respect for my profession.”
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Teachers from the high-income school reported greater reassurance to their
vocational choice than teachers in the low-income school. Although, both schools
report a high level of job satisfaction in the satisfier factor, the work itself, signs of
teacher burnout may have affected responses from teachers from the low-income
school.
Theoretical Constructs, Themes, and Ideas
This section examines the theoretical constructs, themes, and ideas that
emerged from the focus group respondents in both schools.
Theoretical constructs themes and ideas that address question number one:
School A (Low-Income School)
I. Overwhelming and challenging place is a construct that emerges from the ideas and
themes studied from the low-income school. Teachers perceive their school and
district as changing, although positive and motivating at time it is an overwhelming
and challenging place at others. They feel weighed down with responsibilities and
paperwork. Teachers of the low-income schools claim that the pay is also a factor
that makes wanting to leave their school.
II. School and district Satisfiers and hygiene factors. Teachers from focus group 1
and 2 believe they would stay in their school essentially for the students, satisfier
factor of work itself. Teachers claim that student discipline is good and there is no
problem with safety and security, hygiene factor, safety and security. They also feel
they have the support of the school administration, hygiene factor, and their school
and district offer them professional developments that enhance their professional
skills, satisfier factor. They value this because it prepares them in case they have to
move to a different area. There is teacher mentoring in place for new teachers and
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they have built good relationships with their mentors as well, hygiene factor of
interpersonal relationships. However, when it comes to the same hygiene factor of
interpersonal relationships with parents both groups claimed lack of parental support,
“they are usually the first to complain, but never the first ones to support their kids or
the teachers.” Similarly teachers in both groups felt that the parents in the community
did not recognize their “hard work.” They felt the satisfier factor of recognition is
absent from the parents and community “it’s not a profession of prestige anymore.”
Furthermore, they responded that they feel overwhelmed because of the demands of
responsibilities enforced by the district, not fulfilling their satisfier factor,
responsibility in the job. Finally, they agree that hygiene factor salary is a “top of the
list” reason for them to leave.
School B (High-Income School)
I. Feelings of school pride. Three themes make the construct of feelings of school
pride: my school is high achieving, the staff makes the school unique, they find
difficult to leave their school. Teachers in the high-income school show a more
positive perception of their school environment than the low-income school. They
feel happy that their school is an “excelling school.” They believe their staff makes
the school unique, because they feel guided by experienced and helpful teachers.
They highlight the high level of professionalism of most of the staff and remember
former leadership as a source of inspiration. For these reasons they find it difficult to
leave their school. Nonetheless, they stressed that having tenure makes it difficult to
leave. A few stated personal reasons for leaving their school such as pregnancy,
proximity to the school, as well as salary, stressing that there are better paid districts
around the area. They also state that divisive and autocratic leadership would make
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someone want to leave but not in their case. They claim that they may not feel the
same excitement as before to go to work because of this leadership’ style but they
remind of the importance of satisfier factor, work itself depicted as students’
achievement and success and their love for their profession and their school.
Theoretical constructs, themes and ideas to answer research question two:
School A (Low-Income School)
I. Students as motivation to stay in current school. Teachers in both focus groups
agreed that students’ success is a source of motivation to stay in their school.
Teachers derive satisfaction from the students’ achievement, defined as a satisfier
factor, work itself. They want to work for the children, and learn better practices that
benefit the students.
II. Relationship with colleagues and administration. Teachers in the low-income
school value the satisfaction of the hygiene factor, interpersonal relationships.
Nonetheless, both groups have different perceptions of their relationship with their
colleagues. Although they value having a meaningful collaboration with colleagues
some perceive there is a lack of it across the school. However, on the other hand,
both focus groups agreed on the satisfaction of another hygiene factor administrative
support and their responses demonstrate that they perceive their administration as
supportive.
III. Professional growth. Teachers highlight the importance of the satisfier factor,
advancement and growth. They believe their school and district offers them many
opportunities for professional development for bilingual teachers and to advance the
staff technologically.
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School B (High-income school)
I. Valuable interpersonal connections. This construct emerges from two themes,
meaningful collaboration with colleagues and working in this community. Teachers
state that there is a sense of camaraderie in their school. They are not only colleagues
but friends. They remember feeling welcomed by their peers and that they guided
them. Working in their community appears to be a source of satisfaction. They state
that working in a community that values education is important to their success; they
see the kids and their families as an asset to the school. They nurture the relationships
with families. Essentially, they love their school because of their interpersonal
relationships with their colleagues and their community.
Theoretical construct, themes, and ideas to answer research question number three:
School A (Low-Income School)
I. Conflicting thoughts about teaching. Teachers show signs of conflicting thoughts
about their profession, although they show high commitment to their students.
External factors such as district policies and previous labor conflicts influence
teachers’ feelings toward their vocational choice. Data driven policies get teachers
discouraged because they feel it is “not about the kids anymore,” “it’s about tests and
numbers.” Additionally, having feelings of teacher burnout, feelings that they are
“paper pushers” only has a negative impact on their vocational choice.
School B (High- Income School)
I. Doing what you love everyday. Two themes emerge from this construct, love for
the vocation of teaching and dedication to education. Teachers in the high-income
level demonstrate in their responses a high level of vocational choice. Feelings of
“never giving up” and expressing love for what they do are examples of this. They
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also emphasize that in the teacher profession you want to put your soul and heart in it.
Words as “this is my life and this is what I want to do” summarize their feeling of the
importance of vocational choice for them. They also denote high levels of the
satisfier factor the work itself in their dedication to education. They state they work
hard to make sure every student achieve and they are willing to give more so their
children “get the best education they possibly can.” They expressed that having high
regards and respect for their profession help them succeed.
Research Question 4: Are there similarities or differences in teachers’
perceptions in districts with low-income and high-income levels of what motivates
them to stay in their current schools?
To examine this question the researcher analyzed the responses to all
questions of the focus groups protocol finding similarities and differences in teachers’
perceptions in districts with low-income and high-income levels of what motivates
them to stay in their current schools.
First, teachers from both school districts feel motivated to stay in their current
school because of the fulfillment of the satisfier factor work itself. Teachers stay in
their current schools because they like to work with the students.
However, there are other differences in both school districts as to what
motivates them to stay. Teachers from the low-income district responded they stay
because of the fulfillment of the satisfier factor advancement and growth, the
fulfillment of the hygiene factor administration and supervision at the school level,
although some claimed dissatisfaction by recent district policies. Whereas the school
from the high-income district responded that they stay because of the fulfillment of
the hygiene factor, interpersonal relationships, with their colleagues, students, parents
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and community. Furthermore, although the participants of the focus group exhibit
less influence from the fulfillment of the satisfier factor recognition in their decision
to stay; they appreciate the recognition from the parents and community, “a
community that values education.” Lastly, teachers from the high-income school
appear to have a higher level of satisfaction for their vocational choice than the
teachers from the low-income school. The fact that they are “happy” and “proud” of
their school has a positive effect on their vocational choice and their motivation to
stay in their current school.
Summary
Quantitative and qualitative designs were used to analyze the data. It is
important to highlight some aspects that may have influenced the teachers’
perceptions of their schools and districts when the study was done. Teachers from the
low-income school were on strike at the beginning of the school year. Teachers from
the high-income school were either transferred or their positions terminated by the
district at the time of the study. The responses to the survey’s demographic data that
includes gender, ethnicity, education, and experience show that both groups were
significantly different from one another. Though both groups in the category of
gender reported almost 100% female participants, the rest of the categories were
particularly different. The two that stand out the most is the one in regard to ethnicity
in the low-income school, where 50% of the participants who returned the survey
(N=7) are either African American or Hispanic; contrasting the almost 100% of the
participants (N=17) in the high-income school who are white-Caucasian. Also, the
years of experience are also different among both schools almost half of the teachers
who returned the survey from the low-income school are considered new teachers (N=
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6) with only 1-5 years of experience, whereas, only one teacher in the high-income
school fell into this category.
The quantitative design used self-administered survey and the qualitative
design used focus groups interviews. The researcher used a parametric test, ANOVA,
and a non- parametric test, the Mann-Whitney U test to analyze the survey questions.
The review of the literature identified several factors associated with teachers’
decision to stay or leave. These factors relate to the Herzberg and Mausner’s TwoFactor or Motivator-Hygiene Theory. The low-income teachers and the high-income
teachers reported high ratings for the satisfier factor work itself “helping students
achieve” (see Table 11). Additionally, almost every question associated with the
satisfiers and hygiene factors were reported as highly important to their decision to
stay in their current schools, except for two questions, Question 7 “participation in
curriculum decisions” and Question 12 “satisfying commitment to work in the
neighborhood” low-income school teachers reported as of neutral importance to their
motivation to stay in their current school.
Nonetheless, the focus groups were clear in reporting that the high-income
school value the fulfillment of the hygiene factor interpersonal relationships with
students, colleagues, parents, and community compared to the low-income school
who reported that the “lack of parental support” and “not having a cohesive staff” was
frustrating and overwhelming. Low-income school teachers also felt they were not
recognized by parents and educational stakeholders lacking fulfillment of satisfier
factor, recognition.

CHAPTER V
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
Retaining high-quality teachers in the classroom is important to improve
students’ learning (CCSR, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 2000; National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1984). Why teachers stay or leave certain schools is the
question that led the researcher to continue researching what factors influence
teachers to leave or remain in their current school. The review of related literature,
survey responses and focus group responses assisted in developing conclusions and
recommendations.
The purpose of this study is to examine elementary school teachers’ reasons
for staying in their current schools. The researcher compares two schools, one from a
low-income district and one from a high-income district. Both schools were
purposefully selected based on their demographic data from the 2009 Illinois School
Report Card.
The research questions that guide this study are:
1. How does job satisfaction or dissatisfaction affect teachers’ motivation to
stay in their current school?
2. What are the school characteristics that will affect teachers’ decisions to
stay in their current school?
3. How does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to stay in their
current school?
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4. Are there similarities or differences between districts with low-income and
high- income levels in teachers’ motivation to stay in their current
schools?
Herzberg, a motivational theorist, together with Mausner and Snyderman
(1962) proposed the Two-factor or Motivation-Hygiene Theory (see Table 1). There
are two categories of rewards, one called “motivators” or “satisfiers” and the other
“hygiene factors” or “dissatisfiers” (Herzberg et al., 1962, p. 113). Factors such as
student achievement, responsibility, recognition and advancement were considered
rewards of intrinsic value or “satisfiers.” Whereas supervision, company policies,
working conditions, salary, job security, and relationship with peers were factors
considered hygienic or extrinsic rewards or “dissatisfiers” (Sanchez-Perkins, 2002).
According to Herzberg et al. (1962), the first set of factors would lead to satisfaction
in the workplace, whereas the latter would lead to dissatisfaction in the workplace.
The survey instrument of this study was based on these factors; the researcher uses
Herzberg theory to interpret this data. The Herzberg Two-Factor theory and the
Vroom theory of motivation remain the most cited among theories to understand job
satisfaction (Russo, 1995).
Findings
Quantitative and Qualitative Data
Research Question 1: How does job satisfaction or dissatisfaction affect
teachers’ motivation to stay in their current school?
Herzberg (1993) defined job satisfaction as what workers want from their jobs
to derive satisfaction. In this study, the survey responses report differences in lowincome and high-income schools. These differences are based on how adequate or
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inadequate their school or their school district performs on each factor identified.
This helps us describe the attitudes teachers have towards their job. Herzberg
described attitudes towards the job as motivators or satisfiers, “attitudes related to
their tasks, to events that they were successful in the performance of their work, and
to the possibility of professional growth,” or also known as “the work itself”
(Herzberg, 2008, p. 113). He described hygiene or dissatisfiers as factors which are
the “conditions that surround their doing of the job” (p. 113). For example,
administrative support in this study is considered a hygiene factor. Teachers’ survey
responses in the low-income school and high-income school exhibit no differences
when it comes to “getting administrative support.” They both rated their schools as
performing neutral. However, the focus group data obtained from the low-income
school describes their administration as “easy going and understanding” and “works
well with teachers.” In contrast, the focus group data from the high-income school
describes their administration as “divisive,” yet they remembered their former
principal having a positive impact noted in responses such as “an inspiration” and
“with enthusiasm and grace she was our fierce leader.” This data suggest that for
teachers in low-income and high-income schools “getting administrative support” has
a positive effect to their motivation to work. Teachers want their leaders to be
understanding, respect their profession, and lead them to grow professionally
(Bareket, 2008; Farthing, 2006; Russo, 1995), “She knew my strengths…. I wanted to
do better and be a better teacher.” School leadership has been found as most
influential in how teachers feel about their jobs, their motivation, and performance
(Bogler, 2001; Evans, 1998; Farthing, 2006; Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 1995; Russo,
1995). Nonetheless, teachers in this study, especially, in the high-income school
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affirmed that their work performance and their motivation toward the work itself have
not been affected by their lack of “administrative support.” The following responses
summarize these teachers’ views: “One person’s leadership style, which is to lead not
to direct or demand… this is a lesson for me to learn how to work with someone like
that,” or “I feel invisible but I have to remind myself that this is what I want to do.”
Similarly, Bareket’s study (2008), found that the higher income (SES) school
teachers’ relationship with principals to be less influencing in their decision to stay in
their jobs and less important to their job satisfaction than for teachers in the low (SES)
schools.
Another hygiene factor, interpersonal relationships (Herzberg, 2008) are
described as “establishing good rapport with students,” “establishing good rapport
with parents,” and “having meaningful collaboration with colleagues.” Results for this
factor differed among the schools. Teachers in the high-income school perceive their
school as completely adequate, hence deriving a positive job attitude in interpersonal
relationships. Furthermore, the focus group data for this school derives a positive job
attitude especially from “having a meaningful collaboration with colleagues,” with
examples responses such as “they are my friends,” “people really want to help,” and
“my…..team support.” However, low-income school teachers perceive their school as
less adequate. First, their interpersonal relationships with their colleagues were for
the most part inadequate; responses such as “coworkers not being supportive” “and
“we don’t work as a cohesive unit as we are supposed to” are among the ideas that
were expressed in the second focus group of the low-income school. Furthermore,
“lack of parental support” and “It’s more difficult to teach now because you are
dealing with parents who don’t understand and then they have their own personal
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issues and so everything is blamed on the teacher or the school, so it becomes very
difficult and frustrating, so you just say the heck with it.” Teachers’ experiences with
parents at a low-income school are generally viewed as a negative impact on their
motivation to stay. Previous empirical research found that teachers perceive parents
as “disinterested, unduly critical, and uncooperative” (Russo, 1995, p. 140). It is
worthy to note that Russo’s study involves participants from one school in a small
suburban district and income level of the school is not taken into consideration.
The next hygiene factor considered is physical working conditions (Herzberg,
2008) framed as “satisfying their commitment to work in the neighborhood,” “class
size,” “condition of the building,” and “having feelings of physical safety and
security.” Again the high-income school teachers exhibit a positive job attitude
toward this hygiene factor. Ideas from the focus group like a “warm climate and
excelling school,” “a happy place to be at,” and “it’s a community that I love” are
examples of positive attitudes toward this hygiene factor. Nevertheless, Herzberg
(2008) anticipated that reducing the needs for hygiene factors will prevent job
dissatisfaction and poor performance but does not guarantee motivation (p. 115).
The satisfier factors recognition and advancement (Herzberg, 2008) are
framed as “feelings of recognition for doing well my job” and “the opportunity to
become a teacher leader” produced somewhat different results from the above pattern.
Although, both schools report their schools as neutral for recognition and
advancement, responses from the high-income level school report less influence of
these satisfiers to their decision to stay. In contrast, the low-income level school
teachers report more influence of these satisfiers to their decision to stay. They
highlighted, especially, the lack of recognition from parents, “I feel like parents, are
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the first ones to get on the phone to complain but not to tell you did a good job.”
Only one teacher in the low-income school reported low importance to the
“recognition for doing my job well.” In the second focus group, teachers claimed,
“It’s the children that will recognize us later in life.” Bareket’s (2008) study of the
motivational factors of teachers who teach in low and high socioeconomic schools
within districts that contain both in the county of Santa Clara, California found that
teachers in low SES schools have a higher need for recognition than teachers who
work in high SES schools.
The final satisfier factor work itself (Herzberg, 2008) was framed as “helping
students achieve,” “professional development,” and “student discipline.” The highincome school exhibits a positive job attitude because the teachers perceive their
school as performing completely adequate. The focus group data provides examples
of this factor through the related ideas and themes in responses such as “educating the
minds of tomorrow,” “I do 110% to make sure my children get the best education they
possibly can,” “we are working hard to make sure every student achieves,” and “we
work for the kids.” Empirical research using the Two-Factor Motivation Theory has
found work itself as producing the highest level of satisfaction (Farthing, 2006; Russo,
1995).
Research Question 2: What are the school characteristics that will affect
teachers’ decisions to stay in their current school?
The survey data reports that “lack of administration support,” “not being
assigned” to the school, “lack of safety and security,” and “deficient school discipline
policies” are hygiene factors that led some teachers in the high-income school to
leave. In comparison, the hygiene factor interpersonal relationships is framed as
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“dissatisfying relationship with colleagues” and satisfier factor advancement as “lack
of opportunities to grow professionally.” These are the factors that led some teachers
in the low-income school to leave. Finally, “inadequate salaries” was another hygiene
factor that high-income teachers and low-income school reported as reason to leave
their school. This may be due to the fact that there are a larger number of teachers in
the low-income school with less than five years in the job. Although teachers are
motivated by the work itself, inadequate salaries as a hygiene factor is listed as one of
the most important reasons for leaving, especially at the beginning of their careers
(Goodlad, 1984; Ingersoll, 2001). Herzberg’s hygiene factors such as interpersonal
relationships, administration policies, physical working conditions and salary have
been found to be factors that if not satisfied, increase the chance of teachers leaving
their schools.
Research Question 3: How does vocational choice affect teachers’ decision to
stay in their current school?
Low-income school and high-income school teachers report that their vocation
of teaching is highly important in their decision to stay in their current school.
Occupational choice is important for individuals because it is associated to the level
of satisfaction they undergo in their job (Vroom, 1995). Furthermore, social systems
depend on vocational decisions of individuals on educational organizations which
face the current national problem of staffing classrooms with qualified individuals
(Vroom, 1995).
There are differences among the focus group responses between high-income
and low-income school teachers. “This is a profession I love,” “I don’t ever want to
give up,” “this is my life…this is what I want to do” and “too much respect for my
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profession” are repetitive ideas that emerged from the high-income school’s focus
group. Different sentiments emerged from the focus groups in the low-income
school, e.g. “the strike made me question being here but I chose my profession,” (this
may be construed as a conflict because they question being in the school but they
decide to stay because they chose the teaching profession). Other example responses
that suggest doubts towards their professional vocation included “I thought about
leaving the teaching profession, it’s not about the kids anymore,” “you get
discouraged; it’s just about tests and numbers,” and “everything is [perceived as] the
teacher’s fault.” It appears that socio-economic level of the school has an impact in
the vocational choice of some teachers. Vroom (1995) stated, that “the significance of
the occupational choice for the individual stems primarily from the irreversibility of
the decision” (p. 58), nonetheless there are more people from different occupations
coming into the teaching profession. Consequently, based on the income level or
economic status of their school, teachers that question their vocational choice may
feel the need to leave that school so they do not feel doubtful or “burned out”
anymore. Bareket (2008) affirmed that “to understand the relationship between
teachers' motivational needs and their intentions to stay or leave their schools, one
must consider the socioeconomic context of the school in which they work” (p. 125).
Additionally, regardless of whether in the high and low-income districts, teachers’
voices differ when asked for their vocational choice and motivation to stay in their
school, yet both groups claimed that their perception of worth as professionals has
changed. Nevertheless, the cause of that change is different in each school; the
teachers in the high-income school feel the cause is the change of leadership at school

96
and district level, whereas teachers in the low-income school mention the
interpersonal relationship factor with parents and salaries.
Research Question 4: Are there similarities or differences between districts
with low-income and high-income levels in teachers’ motivation to stay in their
current school?
Based on the survey responses, there are significantly more similarities than
differences between the low-income and high-income districts in teachers’ motivation
to stay in their current school. For teachers in both districts, satisfiers such as work
itself factors “helping students achieve,” “professional development,” and “student
discipline” were important to their motivation to stay in their current schools. For the
satisfier of advancement, which was framed as the “opportunity to become a teacher
leader,” results were neutral for both groups. The hygiene factors company policy and
administration which were described as “getting administrative support,”
“accountability policies,” supervision, and interpersonal relationships “establishing
good rapport with students, parents, and administration” and “having a meaningful
collaboration with colleagues,” were rated as highly important, and viewed as
motivators for teachers to stay.
Additionally, the difference was tangible in the hygiene factor, working
conditions, which were framed as “satisfying commitment to work in the
neighborhood,” “class size,” and “having feelings of safety and security.” Between
the two groups; high-school teachers placed higher value and importance on these
hygiene factors in regards to their decision to stay in their school compared to the
low-income school teachers. Furthermore, the focus groups data added information
that supports differences between low-income and high-income school teachers’
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motivation to stay in their current schools. High-income school teachers report a
higher satisfying commitment to work in the neighborhood and a higher value for the
hygiene factors of safety, security, and physical working conditions. Nonetheless, the
focus groups were clear in emphasizing the difference between the two groups since
teachers in the high-income school value the fulfillment of the hygiene factor
interpersonal relationships with students, colleagues, parents, and community;
whereas the teachers in the low-income school reported that the “lack of parental
support” and “not having a cohesive staff” was frustrating and overwhelming. Focus
group data reports that the low-income school teachers felt they were not recognized
by parents and educational leaders, thus lacking fulfillment of satisfier factor,
recognition.
Conclusions
Since the NCLB Act, the increased emphasis on teacher quality has been
constant, especially into the present policy intiative, Race to the Top, promoted by
President Obama. Thus, retention of high quality teachers is still regarded as
fundamentally important for improving student achievement. These highaccountability policies create a problem for school districts, especially low-income
districts, which face high teacher mobility and turnover. One outcome of this study to
point out is that the income level of the school plays a major role in teachers’
motivation to stay in their current schools. Similar studies corroborate this finding.
Bareket (2008) affirmed that socioeconomic context of where teachers work is
important to determine what motivates them to stay. The present study finds that
although teachers at the selected high-income and low-income schools generally
exhibit positive job attitude for the satisfier, work itself, there are differences on how
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teachers from low-income and high-income schools perceive their schools and
districts as fulfilling their job satisfaction.
In this study, the survey responses reported differences based on how adequate
or inadequate their schools or their school districts perform on each factor that was
important to them. In general, the survey responses of the high-income school showed
greater job satisfaction than the low-income school. Specifically, teachers from highincome schools showed a more positive job attitude in regard to the hygiene factor
interpersonal relationships with colleagues, parents (community), and students
compared to teachers from the low-income school. Furthermore, the teachers from
high-income schools also exhibited a positive job attitude towards the hygiene factor
physical working conditions. However, they showed a negative job attitude towards
the hygiene factor administration and supervision, contrary to the attitude exhibited
by the low-income school teachers. In this particular case, the teachers in the highincome school remembered the former leadership as being a strong motivation for
them to stay in their school and become better teachers.
Both groups, low-income and high-income, reported neutral values (M = 3.07,
M = 3.28) respectively, in how their school and district were fulfilling their job
satisfaction based on the hygiene factors recognition and advancement (see Table 6).
However, the focus group responses from the low-income school exhibited a negative
job attitude towards recognition, especially from parents. The teachers in the lowincome school focus groups reported that they do not get the recognition they need for
a job well done. A teacher from the second focus group expressed “parents are
becoming more rambunctious and agitated …because they don’t understand how to
help their kids… you get a lot of conflict from the parent and they run to the

99
administrator …they have their own personal issues but blame everything on the
teacher or the school,” and “it takes a village to raise a child.” Another teacher from
the same focus group also claimed, “The parents are against you, the state is against
you… for the older generation teaching has so much prestige…it’s looked upon
different as years go on.” Teachers from this focus group supported these comments.
This strong message confirms the finding that teachers in the low-income school are
in greater need of the satisfier factor, recognition. Similarly Bareket (2008) found that
teachers who did not commit to stay in their low SES schools exhibited a higher need
for the satisfier factor recognition. Although, recognition may not be something that
all teachers expect to receive; teachers acknowledge their appreciation for receiving
recognition (Farthing, 2006).
Another finding, based on the survey responses, both schools report that
satisfiers (motivators) and hygiene factors are highly important to their decision to
stay in their current school (see Table 11); except for the satisfier factor advancement
“opportunity to become a teacher leader” both groups valued this factor as neutral.
Herzberg stressed that “the motivators fit the need for creativity, the hygiene factors
satisfy the need for fair treatment, and it is thus that the appropriate incentive must be
present to achieve the desired job attitude and job performance” (Herzberg, 1993, p.
116). This means that if we want teachers to stay, schools and school districts have to
make available the fulfillment of satisfiers and of dissatisfiers or hygiene factors as
equally important to their decision to stay in their current school.
Next, the high-income level school reported a higher level of motivation to
stay in their school, primarily due to the fulfillment of most of the hygiene factors, but
also due to the fact that they did not place a higher value on the satisfier factors of
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advancement and recognition. Although income level of a school is a factor related to
motivation for a teacher to stay (Bareket, 2008), teachers’ perception of vocational
choice must also be considered, which may be strong among teachers from highincome schools. A teacher from the high-income school focus group summarized it
this way: “so in teaching, if I’m giving up and not doing what I believe is right as a
teacher I shouldn’t be here, I should take a break and figure out what I want to
do……I can’t imagine that day happening.”
In his study “The Influence of Leadership Style on Teacher Job Satisfaction,”
Ronit Bogler (2001) claimed that “teachers’ perceptions of occupational prestige, selfesteem, autonomy at work, and professional self-development contribute the most to
job satisfaction” (p. 676). Therefore, if teachers in the low-income school do not
perceive their vocational choice as satisfying their need for job satisfaction, then their
perception of their “love for the vocation of teaching” becomes highly important to
their motivation to stay in their current school. Furthermore, hygiene factors such as
interpersonal relationships, accountability policies and district’s promotion policies
were not satisfied, thus, adding to their dissatisfaction. For teachers in the low-income
school, the fulfillment of the hygiene factor administration support was important to
their decision to stay in their school; however, this alone was not enough to prevent
them from considering leaving their school within the next five years.
Consequently, this leads to the next finding, namely that, teachers in the highincome level school reported less likelihood to leave their school (see Table 9).
Teachers in the low-income school reported a higher intention to leave within the next
five years. This finding supports other studies that stress that teachers run off from
low-income schools (Strunk & Robinson, 2006). Even though the participating

101
schools have high level of teachers’ retention during the recent years, their decision to
stay is influenced by the fact that half of participating teachers in the low-income
school are considered new teachers with one to five years of experience. Ingersoll
(2000) found that novice teachers will leave impoverished schools faster than
experienced teachers.
This study adds to the body of research related to job satisfaction and teachers’
motivation to stay in their current schools by examining different income level
schools. It confirms previous findings about the Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory about
satisfiers and hygiene factors or dissatisfiers. The income level of the school plays a
major role in teachers’ motivation to stay in their current schools. Teacher’
perceptions as to how adequately or inadequately their schools and districts perform
to satisfy their needs for job satisfaction is perceived differently by the low-income
and high-income school teachers. As a result, teachers’ motivation should be
differentiated according to the income level where they work.
Low-income school teachers have a higher need for recognition from parents
and an increased need to improve their interpersonal relationships with parents
therefore; school and district leaders must keep avidly working to get more parents
and members of the community involved in their children’s education. Title-I
provision of NCLB facilitates funds to promote parental involvement in schools.
Programs of adult literacy and parenting skills can help build confidence in parents,
family empowerment, and foster greater love and value for education. Promoting
cultural and literacy activities, as well as having an open door policy can help parents
feel more welcomed and invite more opportunities to inquire about their child’s
education.
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Additionally, school leaders must work in developing a greater sense of
camaraderie among teachers in the low-income schools. Providing opportunities to
share and learn from each other avoids isolation and encourages teachers to value
suggestions from other sources (Marlow, 1987).
Finally, teachers often exhibit signs of burnout due to “demanding
responsibilities,” “feeling like paper pushers,” or “dealing with all the responsibilities
and paperwork that must be done within this district.” As such, it is important that
school and educational leaders at a district level merit attention and intervention
strategies for reducing higher levels of teacher burnout to avoid higher mobility and
burnout.
Limitations
The researcher was unable to recruit other schools from the same district, thus,
only two schools were studied. This severely limits the possibility of generalizing
these results either to other schools in the district or to other districts. Another
limitation is that the gender make-up of the school teachers was mostly female; the
inclusion of male teachers might have changed the data responses. Since 2010, the
high-income school changed its school organization reducing the number of grade
levels reported in the 2009 School Report Card, thus, reducing the number of student
enrollment and teachers in the building. Seeing their “friends” leave because of school
organization, may have affected teachers’ morale and responses, particularly since
this school exhibited a positive job attitude in interpersonal relationships factor
regarding “having a meaningful collaboration with colleagues.”
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Recommendations for Further Research
Based on the findings, and conclusions of the study, the researcher proposes
the following recommendations for further research:
1. This study voiced views of teachers from low-income and high-income
schools; their voices and opinions may reflect current programs and
policies, therefore, more teachers must be part of the conversations when
policymakers and educational leaders develop policy that will affect
schools. For instance, the Met Life Survey of the American Teacher
claimed that 69% of teachers believe their voices have not been heard in
the current debate of evaluating the role, practice, and results of
collaborative teaching and leadership (MetLife Survey of the American
Teacher, 2009, p.10).
2. Because district policies affect school organization, culture, and how a
school functions, a study with a larger number of participating schools in
each district will depict a stronger representation of what the current
educational policies in place are affecting.
3. Develop this study in other suburban districts and rural areas in Illinois.
4. Develop more studies that address teacher burnout in low-income schools.
5. Including more participation of male teachers in the research may bring
unique insights to teachers’ motivation to stay in their current schools.
Research shows that men have more opportunities in the labor market so it
is easier for them to leave the teaching profession than women (Grismmer
& Kirby, 1992). Nevertheless, with the weak economy and lack of
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employment, turning to teaching may be the solution to professionals who
find themselves facing a second- career choice.
6. Develop a similar study with a focus in greater depth on assessing equity
factors that may show why teachers consider leaving low-income school as
opposed to high-income schools and vice versa.
Summary
This study found that the factors based on Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory
show relationships with teachers’ motivation to stay in their current schools. This
study validated findings from other studies that compared teachers’ job satisfaction
based on the economic level of the school, and provided insight into why low-income
school teachers have the tendency leave their schools in greater numbers that their
counterpart teachers from high-income schools. “Like other professionals, educators
must respect and respond to a variety of stakeholders at different levels, beginning at
their own school and expanding out to the national level” (Fishmann, DiBara, &
Gardner, 2006, p. 387). Consequently, administrators and educational leaders and
stakeholders need to pay attention to what teachers are saying especially in the lowincome schools and find ways to generate strategies to keep them in their schools.
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Survey Questionnaire
I appreciate you taking the time to complete this survey. Teacher retention is a national priority.
There are many different reasons why some teachers change schools.Therefore, it is important to
better understand the motivations behind a teacher’s decisions to move or leave, and thereby
improve efforts to ensure teachers stay in their current schools and increase teacher’s retention
rates.
This questionnaire is designed to understand teachers’ motivations to stay in their current school.
For the first colum titled How important is each of these factors for my staying in my current
school, please answer each question using the scale from 1 to 5 with 5 being “Very Important” and
1 being “Not Important.” For the second column titled My School does this, please answer
questions 1 to 16 using the scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being “Inadequately” and 5 being
“Adequately.” This second column intends to understand teachers’ perceptions of their current
school and its influence in their motivation to stay. For questions 17 to 20 of the second column
titled My School District Promotes this please respond using the scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being
“Inadequately” and 5 being “Adequately.”
How important is each of these factors to my staying
in my current school:

My school does this:

Low importance---------------------------High Importance

Inadequately ------------------Adequately

1. Getting
administrative
support
(Instructional
materials, extra
assistance)
2. Classroom
size: TeacherStudent ratio
3. The
opportunity to
become a
teacher leader
(Mentor, grade
chairperson,
bilingual lead,
literacy lead,
etc.)
4. Helping
students
achieve
5. Student
discipline
(Consequences
for disruptive
behavior)
6. Having
meaningful
collaboration
with
colleagues
7. Participation

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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in curriculum
decisions
8. Professional
Development
(Opportunities
1
2
3
4
5
to earn CPDUs
at school)
How important is each of these factors to my staying
in my current school:
Low importance---------------------------High Importance
9. Establishing
good rapport
1
2
3
4
5
with students
Low importance --------------------------------------- High10.
Importance
Establishing
1
2
3
4
5
good rapport
with parents
11. My love for
the vocation of
1
2
3
4
5
teaching
12. Satisfying
my
commitment to
1
2
3
4
5
work in this
neighborhood
13. Being an
assigned
1
2
3
4
5
teacher
14. Haing
1
2
3
4
5
tenure
15. Having
feelings of
1
2
3
4
5
physical safety
and security
16. Feelings of
recognition for
1
2
3
4
5
doing well my
job

1

2

3

4

5

My school does this:
Inadequately ------------------Adequately

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

How important is each of these factors to my staying
in my current school:

My School District Promotes this:

Low importance --------------------------High Importance

Inadequately ------------------Adequately

17. Getting a
salary increase/
bonus
18. Adequate
health
insurance
19.
Accountability

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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policies
20.The
condition of
my school
building

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Demographic Profile
1. Gender: _______ Male

_______ Female

2. Ethnicity: African American_______ Asian/Pacific Islander _____
Hispanic/Latino _____ Native American/Alaskan Native _______
White ______ Other ____________________
3. I am a product of a school in my district: Yes________ No ______
4. Level of Education: ______ B.A. ________MA. Ed. ________Ph.D
_____Other
5. Level of Experience:______ (0-5 years) _______(6-10 years) ______(10+)
6. Teacher Qualifications:
Elementary Education Certificate:
Yes ______ No _______.
Bilingual/ESL endorsement :
Yes ______ No _______.
Middle Grade endorsement:
Yes ______ No _______.
Circle all that apply: Math, Science, Social Studies.
Special Education endorsement:
Yes_______ No_______.
Please indicate other endorsements:__________________________________.
7. Please indicate how many years you have been in your current school__________.
8. Please indicate how many years you were in your previous school____________.
9. Please indicate how many schools have you worked in as a teacher before you
joined your current school _________.
If applicable,
10. Please indicate if you received a salary bonus (for mentoring, for students’
perfomance, taking a leadership position) in your previous school.
________ Yes ________ No
11. Please indicate if you received a salary bonus (for mentoring, for students’
perfomance, taking a leadership position) in your current school:
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_________ Yes ________No
12. Please circle to indicate if you have considered leaving your current school in the
last five years:
a. Did not considered b. Considered Briefly c. Considered Seriously
d. I wished I left.
13. Please circle indicate if you think you may be leaving your current school in the
next five years:
a. Not at all b. Slight possibility c. Strong possibility d. I will definitely leave.
As applicable:
14. Please indicate why you left your previous school:
_______ Lack of administrative support.

________ Low student achievement.

_______ Classroom Size. Teacher- student
ratio.
_______ School discipline policies deficient.

________ Lack of safety & security.

_______ Disatisfying relationships with
collegues.
_______ Minimal parental involvement
in student’s education.
________ Not being assigned to the
school.
________ Lack of opportunities to grow
professionally.

________ No connection with the
neighborhood.

_______ Inadequate salary.
_______ No connection with students.
_______ Feeling threatened by
accountability policies.
_______ Feelings of vocational doubts.
(attrition)

________ Feelings of criticism and
blame.
15. If Other please explain:
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
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